
Research Note 84-75t

MANAGERIAL AND ORGANIZATIONAL DETERMINANTS OF EFFICIENCY
IN RESEARCH TEAMS (SOCIAL SCIENCES)

In
Claude Levy-Leboyer

Universite Rene Descartes

Michael Kaplan, Contracting Officer's Representative

Submitted by

Robert M. Sasxnor, Director T

BASIC RESEARCH

U. S.Army \ AUG 1 01q84
IL-

Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Scien~elTA A
May 1984

-a Approved for Public releese; distribution unlimited.

SI(DTIC) to comply with regulatory requirements. It has been given no primary distf ibution other than to DTIC

84 08 09 092



·•· 

THIS DOCUMENT IS BEST 
QUALITY AVAILABLE. THE COPY 

FURNISHED TO DTIC CONTAINED 

A SIGNIFICANT NUMBER OF 

PAGES WHICH DO NOT 

REPRODUCE LEGIBLYo 



UNCLASSIFIED
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE (Ihoen Da Enterse _ _

REPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE BFORE COPLESTRUCIOS
I. REPORT NUMBER I. GOVT ACCESSION NO, 3. RECIPIENT'S CATALOG NUMBER

Research Note 84-75 4v-" iqq/
4. TITLE (and Subtilfe) S. TYPE OF REPORT & PERIOD COVERED

MANAGERIAL AND ORGANIZATIONAL DETERMINANTS OF Final Report
EFFICIENCY IN RESEARCH TEAMS (SOCIAL SCIENCES) 6. PERFORMING ORG. REPORT NUMBER

7. AUTHOR(e) a. CONTRACT OR GRANT NUMBER(*)

Claude Levy-Leboye'r DAJA37-81-C-0286

S. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION NAME AND ADDRESS 10. PROGRAM ELEMENT. PROJECT. TASK

UER Institut de Psychologie AREA a WORK UNIT NUMBERS

Universite Rene Descartes
28, rue Serpente, Paris, France 2Q161102B-74D

11. CONTROLLING OFFICE NAME AND ADDRESS 12. REPORT DATE

USARDSG (UK) May 1984
Box 65 13. NUMBER OF PAGES

FPO, New York, NY 09510 110

14. MONITORING AGENCY NAME A ADDRESS(Il differnt Irom Controlling Office) IS. SECURITY CLASS. (of tIle report)

U.S. Army Research Institute for the Behavioral
and Social Sciences UNCLASSIFIED

5001 Eisenhower Avenue IsD. DECASSIFICATIONIDOWNGRADING

Alexandria, VA 22333 ULE

16. DISTRIBUTION STATEMENT (of thl Report)

Approved for public release; distribution unlimited.

17. DISTRIBUTION STATEMENT (of the absrtted entered In Block 20, It dfferent hu, Report)

I. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES

Contract monitored by Michael Kaplan.

IS. KEY WORDS (Continue on vere. side it necessary end identIf by Wok number)

Research Social climate
Management Creativity
Leadership Success index

M0 ASITRACr (¢bmlMm o reveme W N ne emy a Identitf by block nmrbe)

-- N This research explores the generalizability of the conclusions reached
in a previous survey on bio-medical research. Various possibilities for a
success index in Social Sciences are discussed. The diversity of the heu-
ristic processes in the Social Sciences are described as well as the variety
of leadership styles.

DO , .'a 1473 EDITON OF NOV 65 1S ONSOLETE

SUNCLASSIFIED
iSECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE (Whenw Dots Entered)



MANAGERIAL AND ORGANIZATIONAL DETERMINANTS OF EFFICIENCY IN RESEARCH
TEAMS (SOCIAL SCIENCES)

CONTENTS

Page

*PURPOSE OFITHE RESEARCH....... ..... . . . ... .. .. .. .. .. .....

*THE SURVEY .. ... ...... ..... ...... ...... .... 3

ECONOMICS .. ... ...... ..... ...... ..... .... 9

A. The Organizational Conditions .. .. ..... ..... .... 9
B. The Heuristic Process .. .. ..... ..... ......... 14
C. Research Characteristics .. ... ...... ..... .... 16
D. The Teams' Management .. .. .... ...... ......... 19
E. Teams' Productivity .. .. .... ...... ...... ... 21

LINGUISTICS .. ... ...... ..... ...... ......... 24

A. The Organizational Conditions .. .. .... ...... .... 24
B. The Heuristic Process .. .. ..... ..... ......... 28
C. Research Characteristics .. ... ...... ..... .... 30
D. The Teams' Management .. .. .... ...... ..... ... 33
E. Teams' Productivity .. .. .... ...... ...... ... 35

ETHNOLOGY .. ... ...... ..... ...... ...... ... 37 il
A. The Organizational Conditions .. .. ..... ..... .... 37
B. The Heuristic Process .. .. ..... ..... ......... 41
C. Research Characteristics .. ... ...... ..... .... 43
D. The Teams' Management .. .. .... ...... ..... ... 45
E. The Teams' Productivity .. .. .... ...... ....... 47

THE CRITERION PROBLEMS. .. ..... ..... ...... ....... 48

CONCLUSION. .. ..... ...... ..... ...... ....... 53

REFERENCES. .. ..... ..... ...... ...... ....... 61

ANNEX I. INTERVIEW GUIDELINES .. ... ...... ..... .......- 1

II. LIST OF TEAMS SURVEYED...... ... ... .. .. .. .. .. ...

III. CHARACTERISTIQUES ORGANISATIONNELLES, STYLE DE LEADERSHIP

ET REUSSITE DANS LA RECHERCHE BIG-MEDICALE... .. .. . ....



CONTENTS (Continued)

Page

LIST OF TABLES

Table 1. Affiliation of research teams in university teaching

positions .. .. ...... ..... ...... ........ 10

2. Affiliation of research teams in linguistics and leaders'
positions .. .. ...... ..... ...... ........ 25

3. Affiliation of research teams in ethnology and leaders'
positions .. .. ...... ..... ...... ........ 38

r;.Cl or

TAB 13A&

t lt 11On

Alal

iv



I - PURPOSE OF THE RESEARCH

A first "research on research", now published

in French and in press in a collective volume in English,

sponsored previously by ARI, came out with conclusions

on the relationship between the institutional environment

and leader behavior, on one hand, leader behavior and

team productivity on the other, which did not follow the

classical contingency model. Moereover, interpretation of

the data leads us to propose that the heuristic process

plays a moderator role on the causal relationshiop between

leader behavior and worker productivity.

This last observation, if supported by further

research, could have far reaching consequences as, in

practical terms, it would mean that team leaders should

adopt different styles according to the heuristic process

of their own field of research and, more specifically, the

social aspects of research imposed by the approach to

discovery in the field (interdisciplinary or monodiscipli-

nary, solitary or group research, empirically- or theore- -- 0

tically- based experimental planning).

One way to go on experimenting on these hypotheses

was to test the applicability of the model in another -

domain of research, preferably one where comparison of

different heuristic processes characteristic of various

fields could be possible. Social sciences were proposed

and ARI agreed to sponsor another "research on research".

The present report will describe the development

of the survey with heads of laboratories as well as the

search for criteria of productivity. The survey itself -_ ._

was much less easy than the first one. Instead of a very

small percentage not willing to answer our questions, we

reach here only between 1/5 and 1/3 of the intended sample

1 0
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according to the different fields. It must be said that

the survey had to be conducted while preparation for a

national colloquium on research, organized by the Ministry

of Research and Technology, was keeping most of the

member of our sample busy filling questionnaires, discus-

sing research management and orientation, and anxious

about the future of their own research organization.

What was a new line of thought for the subjects of our

first research appears like a political and threatening

issue in the present case.

Moreover, as will be explained in part Ill, the

building of productivity criteria to be agregated in a

success index met with such difficulty in the social

sciences that one wonders on what bases are decisions

actually taken by funding committees and research agencies.

We have therefore organized the results in two
parts : -

(1) report of the survey itself;

(2) effort to build criteria.

These will be followed by a general conclusion on research

evaluation in different fields and the amazing heterogeneity .

of the various fields in one domain.

2
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II - THE SURVEY

1 - ECONOMICS -

A) The organizational conditions 0

A.1. Affiliation

A.2. Teams' sizes

A.3. Researchers'training

A.4. Researchers' ages

A.5. Membership sex

A.6. For how long has the team been in operation ?

B) The heuristic process S

B.1. Mathematical economy

B.2. Economics research

B.3. Economics research applied to non-economics fields

C) Research characteristics

C.1. One single field or multidisciplinary research ?

C.2. Individual or group research

C.3. Basic research or grant research

C.4. Using existing data or building new data ?

D) The team's management

D.1. Meetings' frequency

D.2. Are researchers controlled ?

D.3. Competition between researchers

E) Teams' productivity S

2 - LINGUISTICS -

A) The organizational conditions

A.1. Affiliation
A.2. Teams' sizes

A.3. Researchers' training

A.4. Researchers' age

3



A.5. Membership sex

A.6. For how long has the team been in operation ?

B) The heuristic process

B.I. Ethnolinguistics

B.2. Theoretical linguistics

C) C.1. One single field or multidisciplinary research ?

C.2. Individual or group research

C.3. Basic research or grant research

C.4. Using existing data or building new data ? S

0) The teams' management

D.1. Frequency of meetings

D.2. Are researchers controlled ? .

D.3. Competition

E) Team's productivity

3 - ETHNOLOGY -

A) The organizational conditions

A.1. Affiliation 0

A.2. Teams' size

A.3. Researchers training

A.4. Researchers age

A.5. Membership sex - 9.

A.6. For how long has the team been in operation ?

B) The heuristic process

C) Research characteristics

C.1. One single field or multidisciplinary research ?

C.2. Individual or group research

C.3. Basic research or grant research _

C.4. Using existing data or building new data ?

4



D) The teams' management

D.1. Meetings frequency

D.2. Are researchers controlled

D.3. Competition

E) The teams' productivity

" _•

-
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The present report deals with three research

domains : economics, linguistics and ethnology. Two public

research organizations have been surveyed : C.N.R.S.

(Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique), E.H.E.S.S.

(Ecole des Hautes Etudes en Sciences Sociales), and two

public Institutes in which research is not the only

activity, INED (Institut National des Etudes D6mographiques)

and I.N.S.E.E. (Institut National de la Statistique et

des Etudes Economiques). Actually, more organizations are

included in this sample, since teams often have several

affiliations : Universities, Museums of France, College . ..

de France. Fifty research teams agreed to answer

our questions : however, eighteen refused with various

excuses, and seven more were impossible to reach because

they were outside France at the time of the survey .

All the research teams surveyed are located in

Paris or in the center of the country ; twenty interviews

were conducted by phone, and thirty were face-to-face

interviews. The methodology used in the research carried

out in bio-medical research teams was applied : first,

a letter was sent to each head of a research team ; the

letter explained the research purposes and asked for -

cooperation. An appointment (phone or face-to-face) was
asked for in the following week, 'subjects being left

free to choose the type of interview they preferred. The

interviews lasted from thirty minutes to two hours (the

mean time being seventy minutes).

Among the 51 research teams surveyed, 21 belonged

to Economics, 13 to Ethnology and 16 to Linguistics. These

three domains of research have been choosen for the survey

because they allow us to test the following hypotheses

(1) Research teams with different scientific

approaches and different heuristic processes have

different styles of leadership.

60



(2) These different fields of research are not

related to social events in the same way or to the

samie extent. For instance, Economics is very involved

in contemporary problems. This could have an influence

on the style of research and bring an incentive for

competition and for productivity. Ethnology has another
type of scientific value, as an effort to understand

different cultures and ways of living. Linguistics is 0

more distant from all kinds of social concerns, except

when applied to the protection of threatened languages

or to education.

(3) The different human composition of each

research team should influence the style of leadership

as well as the content of research. For instance, young

researchers need to be trained through the different "
stages of research, while mature researchers are likely
to do long-term research by themselves, with less support

from the group.

This chapter willi include three sub-chapters the

first one deals with Economics,.tbe second with Linguis-

tics, the third with Ethnology; later on we will try to summarize
results, propose and discuss some comparisons. For each

field of research, four aspects will be described the

organizational conditions, the scientific process, the type

of research carried out by the team and the team's

management.

The methodology of the interview is exactly the

same as the one described in our preceding report on

research in the bio-medical (1 ) . Some questions have

been rewritten to fit the nature of the fields. A list of

(1) Cl. LEVY-LEBOYER, Cl. PINEAU, Caractdristiques organisationnelles,

style de leadership et rdussite dans la recherche bio-mddicale, Revue

de Psychologie Appliqude, 1981, 31, 3, pp. 201-235.

7
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the research teams surveyed as well as the interview

guideline are given in the annexes.
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ECONOMICS

Twenty-one-research teams have been surveyed,

seven by telephone and 14 by face-to-face interview.

Let us remind the reader that 47 research teams in .o

economics located throughout the country belong to

C.N.R.S. : 34 are "associated research team", (ERA,

#quipe de recherche associde), seven are "research teams"

(ER, Oquipe de recherche), four are "associated laborato- 0

ries" (LA, Laboratoires associbs), and two are "own

laboratories" (LP, laboratoires propres). It means

that 72 % of the research teams in Economics have a

four-year contract with C.N.R.S., at the end of which

they are rated by a committee which decides whether they

will be granted again or not. It is not easy to become

an ERA, but once a team reaches this point, it usually

retains the support of the C.N.R.S. for a long while.

A - THE ORGANIZATIONAL CONDrTIONS -

A.1. - Affiliation - -r

Among the 21 research teams surveyed, 14 are ERA,

five are ER, and two belong to other national organiza-

tions : I.N.S.E.E. (National Institute for Statistics

and Economic Studies) and I.N.E.D. (National Institute for

Demographic Studies). The research team which belongs to

I.N.S.E.E. has a particular position : this is the only

one to conduct this type of research inside I.N.S.E.E.,

and people coming from other departments may join it for

two or three years if their research project has been

accepted. This means that some of the researchers are not

permanent. The research team which belongs to I.N.E.D.

9



is affiliated with a larger research department, and all

its researchers have permanent positions.

Most of the research teams have strong links with

Universities : 13 ERA are run by a professor, and among

these, 9 are located in University buildings. Three are

located in other national research organizations such as

C.E.P.R.E.M.A.P. (Center for Research and Applications

in Applied Economics) and C.R.E.D.O.C. (Center for Research

and Information on Consumption). Two ERA which have a

double affiliation (C.N.R.S. and E.H.E.S.S.) are managed

by "Directors of studies" (the highest teaching position

in E.H.E.S.S.) and located in E.H.E.S.S. buildings.

Among the five ER, two are located in University buildings

while managed by high level C.N.R.S., researchers and
the others are located in Ecole Polytechnique, C.E.R.E.B.E.

(Center for Research on Well-Being) and Foundation for

Political Sciences ,-each being conducted by top level

SC.N.R.S. researchers.

This description shows that all the research teams

(except two) are related to teaching activities through

their leader and are open to students. This feature is
very important for thedevelopment of these teams, as further

results will show. Table 1 summarizes this description

N= 11 N=2 N=6 N=2

C.N.R.S. C.N.R.S. C.N.R.S. National Research
+ University + E.H.E.S.S. + other research Organization

organizations

head is Professors (9); Director of Professors (3) Top level civil
Top level resear- Studies Top level resear- servant
chers (2) chers (3)

A.2. Teams' sizes -

In order to rate the size of research teams, we

have taken into account the different positions of _ .-

10 -



members: researchers, teaching-research persons (profes-

sors, and other positions of University teachers),

technicians, and staff. Foreign researchers who stay in
the research team for a limited period and outside co-

researchers involved in the team's activities, but not

as regular members have not been counted. Five research

teams have fewer than five people, nine have between

six and ten people and eight have between eleven and

twenty. On the whole, fourteen research teams have fewer

than ten people.

Seven research teams do not have any C.N.R.S.

researchers. There are several reasons for this fact: the

research teams which belong to I.N.S.E.E. and I.N.E.D. have

their "own" researchers; two research teams have C.N.R.S. 0
researchers who eventually reached a Professor's position;

E.H.E.S.S. team has only E.H.E.S.S. reseachers; and two

research teams have been ERA for less than four years,

one of them having only C.N.R.S. technicians.

Four research teams do not have any C.N.R.S. ITA

("Ing~nieurs, Technicians, Administrative staff"), but
they have at least one part-time secretary related to the

University or to the organization where the team is
located. In addition, in half of the surveyed research

teams, there is no difference between researchers and ITA;

in other words, ITA conduct research as well as researchers.

In the C.N.R.S., it is easier to get an ITA position than

a researcher position, so a lot of young researchers enter

C.N.R.S. through this door.

All the research teams except one are involved

in teaching activities, either through the head of the

team or the researchers. Some remarks have to be made

about foreign researchers: most of the time they are

11 . .



Professors who have a grant with the University for one

year in order to get in touch with the different research

teams in the University. Some foreign researchers may

also have a research grant from a national organization

such as CEPREMAP, CREDOC and so forth in which the

research team is located. So the team is likely to receive

foreign researchers for one or two months. But very few

teams receive foreign senior researchers for a long time.

Actually, among the teams surveyed, two had more than one

foreign researcher for one year. Both of them are

large teams with between 15 and 20 people and are directed

by Professors who are more than 50 years old. Other

research teams have foreign students who get a scholarship

from their country to complete a "doctorat".

To summarize, research teams in economics are

small, involved in teaching activities, and physically

very closed to one another inside each organization. For

instance, in the University of Nanterre - Paris X, all

the research teams in economics are located on the same

floor and there is a federation led by a Professor which

gathers all the eight existing research teams and stands

for them in the University Council. In the University of

Dauphine and Paris I - Tolbiac, the research teams in

economics are also located on the same floor. As to the

others, they are located in the buildings of the organiz-

ation to which they belong, C.E.P.R.E.M.A.P., C.R.E.D.O.C.,

where only full-time researchers are to be found. This

means that, among teams located in Universities, relationships

are very frequent, and information about the researches

carried out is widely circulated.

A.3. Researchers' training

Eight research teams have researchers who graduated

from University, six have researchers who graduated either ..AL

at University or in Grandes Ecoles, five have researchers

12



who graduated at both University and Grandes Ecoles,

two have researchers who just graduated at Grandes

Ecoles. So the training given in the Grandes Ecoles
is important, and we will have to check the impact

of this factor on research teams' efficiency, since,

in bio-medical fields, it appeared to be a success

factor.

A.4. Researchers' age -

Three age patterns can be described:

(1) In 13 research teams, researchers and head

of laboratory have about the same age (between 35 and

45 years old). Among these, one research team has both

its researchers and its head under 35 and three research

teams have researchers and head between 40 and 45. In one

case, the head is slightly younger (35) than his

researchers (35 - 40).

(2) Four research teams have researchers who

are between 28 and 35 years, with the head of the labor-

atory being 45-50 years old.

(3) In four teams, the difference between

researchers' age and head's age in large; researchers

are about 35 years old and head over 55 years old.

To summarize, research teams are young, even

if we do not find any beginners in research, which is

due to last years' cuts in hiring researchers.

A.5. Membershi e sx

Among 22 heads of laboratory, three are women

(two are Professors, one is a C.N.R.S. senior researcher).

Four research teams do not have any female researchers;

only one head of laboratory said he prefered to work

13



with malt researchers because women are too often on

maternity leaves.

A.6. For how long has the team been in 0E2!o r.

Six research teams have existed for more than
10 years, including the teams belonging to INED and INSEE

which are 15 years old.

Fifteen research teams have existed for ten years
and less, including three who are less than five years

old. It is expected that teams' length will have an
impact on its productivity. But we will have to pay

attention to the teams' history because some of them

met with increased success when getting older

while others saw their productivity decrease.

B - THE HEURISTIC PROCESS -

Three types of scientific approaches characterize -

economic research:

(1) Mathematics applied to economic and econometry,
(2) Economic research which basically uses

statistics,

(3) Economic research which uses both existing

data and the research groups' own data,
based on surveys they organize themselves.

B.1. Mathematicsap2 ed to economics -

Mathematics in economic research is used to
express economic data in mathematical formulas; for inst-

ance, models of the economic impoact of under-employmert.
Research teams specializing in econometry have therefore

two purposes.

1) To translate economic topics into mathematical it

language,

14 AL



2) To devise specific statistical methods able

to analyze new data. However, they do not use these

methods, they only design them. One of these teams is - -

expert in systems and games theory, which is the mathem-

atics of decision. So these teams conduct basic research

in econometry and their researchers are expert mathemat-

cicians.

B.2. Economics research

Research teams included in this group conduct

basic research in order to analyze and understand economic

events. They try to build models which are used for the

study of economic data. For Instance, in order to study

intergenerational wealth transfer, a model will be built,

then tested with real data. Basic research is thus either

applied to actual events or used to forecast them.

Sometimes they use existing models that they have to

adjust. Another example is applied macro-economics analysis,

such as econometric modelling of French economic development..

These research teams focus both on theory and

applied research. Most of them have at least one mathem-

atician and always several very well-trained statisticians.

B.3. Economics research ae lied to non-economic
f iel ds-

Modern economic analysis is applied to non-economics -

fields such as education, social policy, family. Test of

different paradigms is used to improve theory or to

refute it. Very few economics research teams conduct

surveys by themselves; usually they yse existing data. - 9

Sometimes, some of them plan large-scale questionnaires

surveys, but these are very expensive and cannot be

15
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frequent. Differences between the types of economics

research described under B2 and B3 are to be found at

the level of application. In B2, theoretical models are 0

applied to economics data which are also used to build

or adjust new models; in B3, research is applied to

non-economic fields.

There is a very important feature common to the

three types of scientific approaches: all of them start

with a theoretical hypothesis or theoretical concepts,

and (except for mathematical economics which only undertake S

basic research), the other approaches are always based on

theory and establish a symmetrical relation between theory

and data. To summarize, economics research is focused on

mathematical translation of economic events, devising and S

testing basic models and working out forecasting models.

C - RESEARCH CHARACTERISTICS -

C.1. One single field or interdiscilignary.research ?

Among the 21 research teams surveyed, ten have

at least one mathematician, and eleven have none. Moreover,

seven have among their staff, researchers whose basic

training is neither economics, nor mathematics, but training

in other fields, such as history or social sciences. We can

say that fifteen research teams are unidisciplinary, in the

sense that their researchers are only economists and

mathematicians.

It must be added that researchers with basic

training in sociology who belong to economic research teams

have some academic problems in C.N.R.S., because they are

rated by the sociology section, while their team is rated

by the economics sections. As a matter of fact, until now,

16
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C.N.R.S. did not approve the teams that have researchers

rated by a section other than their own. This explains

why there are so few interdisciplinary research teams.

To describe the situation in simpler words: the institution

itself is against interdisciplinaw4, even if its productive
value has not been throughly tested nor even criticized.

C.2. Individual or grouPresearch .

Most of the researchers work alone. They normally

have a personal research project which is within the

scientific field of the team. Group research does exist,

but usually, it means two people working on one project. 6

Individualistic research has been fostered by C.N.R.S.,

which gives more value to publications with only one name

when they are rated for researchers' advancement. Group

publications might e a collective book in which each chapter

is written by a different person. This policy, of course,

does not encourage group work.

Many heads of laboratory do not approve of this S

research policy. They say that the requirements for

researchers' career advancement are opposed to group

research and destroy the life of the research team. Moreover,

they emphasize the fact that they have no authority on

researchers who work alone and know they will be rated by

an outside committee. If the team's heads do not agree

with the methodology used by researchers, there is nothing

they can do. So it often happens that researchers inside

the same team use quite different methodologies. Even the

researcher's purposes may not coincide with the team's

purposes, and in order to have career advancement, researchers

try to write as many papers as possible.

We shall return to this point later. But we wish to

underline here the environmental influence on the nature

of the authority actually given to the head of the laborat-

ory. In the bio-medical field, where access to equipment and

17



use of the technical staff is a key factor, the head has

power because he allocates equipment and staff. In economics,

where solitary research with very often nothing but paper

and pencil is needed, the head has no authority -except

charisma- because he has nothing to give to or take back

from the researchers.

C.3. Basic research or 9r.2t "

Most of the research teams in economics receive

grants from state departments, public administrations and

private companies. Most of them will refuse short-term 0

grants (6 months or one-year), unless it allows a graduate

student to support himself for a while. But all the research

teams have no equal access to grants: those who have

research interests linked with present events such as

unemployment, savings behaviour, women workforce, or who

work on forecasts are more often asked to take grants and

undertake applied research which is of interest to a

specific ministry or state department.

Generally speaking, there is a controversial issue

about grant research. On the one hand, grants are expected

to widen the research topics of the team and, therefore,

to broaden their interests; on the other hand with grants,

it is compulsory for researchers to work within deadlines,

specially important in economics because competition is

hard, results are quickly obsolete and are needed for 0

decisions.

C.4. Using existing data or building new data ?

Data used by economics researchers are usually - -

gathered by specialized organizations such as INSEE (Institut

National de la Statistique et des Etudes Economiques) or

INED or state departments such as Minist~re du Plan,

18
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Kinistdre du Travail and so forth. Very few teams organize
their own surveys because this would be too expensive.
They prefer to borrow raw data and adopt then to their own
research purposes.

In conclusion, most of the research teams in
economics have mathematicians and economics researchers; 0

very few have researchers with different training. The
research is more often Individual than group-work; however,
as teams are small, even if researchers do not really work
together, they know what research is carried out inside0
the team and outside in the other teams. Finally, researchers
in economics do not gather data by themselves but use

official data compiled by expert organizations.

0 -THE TEAMS' MANAGEMENT-

D.1. Frequect f eeSX ~

Eight research teams do not have any regular
meetings and meet only if they have a special reason, such
as defining a program every term, planning a report on
the research in progress or even having a scientific_
discussion about an important paper.

Four teams have one regular meeting every month;
four teams have one meeting every week, and in this case,
they are more often staff meetings than scientific ones.
Two teamshave seminars open to graduate students who

complete a thesis with the head of laboratory or with other

L people from the University who conduct research on the
same subject.

It must be added that the present situation is
L the result of experience. A lot of teams gave up the weekly

meeting because they felt it was a waste of time. Among
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the four teams with weekly meetings, two of them make it

a non-compulsory meeting which researchers attend only

if they need it or want it.

Formal meetings are thus not very usual

in economics. But let us remember that teams are small,

and located in University, in E.H.E.S.S. or in other National

Research Organizations, among other research teams. So 0

information travels fast from one team to another; moreover,

there are many experts' conferences which gather all the

research teams in economics working on a specific topic so

that everyone will know each other.

D.2. Are researchers controlled ?

We almost answered this question already. Researchers

with a C.N.R.S. position, whatever their experience, are

not controlled by the head of the team. But they are

required to write a work report for C.N.R.S. every year.

In teams whtch gather only professors and high-level

researchers, the head of the team has only an administrative

role; he has not and does not want to have any scientific

authority. Finally, there is control from the head of the

team over graduate students who are doing their dissertation

with him, while working with grants money inside the team.

So researchers having a C.N.R.S. or a university position

are independent of the head of the team to which they belong.

Again, it is amazing to see how thin is the power of the

head of the team who has more duties than authority.

0.3. Cormetition between researchers -

There are two kinds of competition within the

economics research teams. First, institutional: several

researchers who belong to the same research team apply for

a C.N.R.S. position or for a promotion to a higher position.

the organization puts them in competition. Second,
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international competition, which makes competition inside the
team, sharper. Whatever the type of competition, it stresses
the individualistic character of the research. Generally,
heads of teams prefer to speak of emulation inside the 0

team rather than competition, saying that, since each
researcher has his own research subject which is different
from every other one. It is not possible to give relative
evaluation.

The main feature of research teams' management in
economics seems to be the absence of strong leadership
which may be explained by the low mean age of team heads,
and by the fact that the researchers and the heads of
teams have often reached the same scientific level. The
grant opportunities and competition outside the team are
the real incentives for research which is developed in a
very flexible organizational structure. The organizational
power of the head of the laboratory is weak, as well as
his real responsibility for researchers' efficiency.

E -TEAMS' PRODUCTI*VITY-

Three productivity criteria could be used: publica- -

tions (articles and books), participation in conferences,
and quotations in high-standard reviews. Publications
include articles in scientific reviews, French and internat-
ional books, or participation in a book written by several
people. As we already said, publications tend to be written 0,

just by one person. Very few articles are signed by three

people or more.

International conferences do not attract a lot of
researchers in economics. Most of the heads of teams feel
it is a waste of time. But they like small international
meetings which are used as workshops. However, they are
aware of the importance of international conferences to make
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their work known. As they lack the money to send researchers

to attend them, they organize by themselves colloquia

or "journdes" (days) once a year or several times a year.

About half of the research teams surveyed organize such

colloquia.

To summarize, research in economics can be described

through the following diagram whtch presents three types

of research teams:

FIRST CASE -

C.N.R.S. teams located in University and led b,

a Professor (without any C.N.R.S. researchers)

No priority for field of research - resear-

chers interests are scattered

* Vertical structure : many young researchers

who have not yet a position and who complete their

Doctorat.

SECOND CASE -

C.N.R.S. teams located in Universzityand 1 edb

a Professor (without any C.N.R.S. researchers)

Mostly basic research S
* Group of University's Professors

Horizontal structure: researchers and Head

of the team have roughly the same scientific level
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THIRD CASE -

.N.R.S. teams with C.N.R.S. researchers

Mathematics applied to economics General economics

. Very few relationship with Many grants available

general economy Either
* Horizontal structure : resear- Horizontal structure: S

chers have the same scientific the head of the team does not

level and they mostly do re- have any scientific authority

search alone on researchers
'Or

The head of the team has an
administrative authority; there 0

are several research sub-groups
inside the team.

23
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Sixteen teams have been surveyed, 11 by face-to-

face interviews and five by telephone interviews. In the

teams having research program in ethnolinguistics, researchers

belong either to the linguistic section of C.N.R.S. or

to its ethnology section. However in order to avoid a more 0

complex situation, we only include here research teams

for which linguistics is the main research field. Various

persons, either could not or did not want to be surveyed:

one head of team had a long illness-leave, two had such a

heavy schedule that they changed the appointment three times

until they left to work in the field in Africa. Others

refused to participate in the research, because they do not

have regular researchers, except for teaching persons devoting

part of their time to research, and working alone without

any technicians or colleagues..

A -THE ORGANIZATIONAL CONDITIONS.

A.1. Affiliation -

Among the sixteen teams surveyed, nine are ERA

(Equipe de recherche associde); for the remaining seven

all kinds of team structures have been found: two are GR

(groupes de recherche), two are UR (Unitd de recherche)

linked with a main LP (Laboratoire propre) which is the

Institut de la Langue Frangaise situated in Nancy and

includes several relay-teams all over the country. The three

other teams are a LP, an ER and aR C P (recherche cooperative

sur programme); we did not plan to include RCP teams in

our survey but this one is going to become an ERA and, as

further comments will show, it works like an ERA.

Nine research teams are located in Universities,

four in buildings belonging to E.H.E.S.S. (Ecole des Hautes
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Etudes en Sciences Sociales), two in C.N.R.S. buildings,

and one in two different places, Ecole Normale Sup6rieure-

Ulm and the National Library. So Linguistics research

has strong links with teaching even when the teams are 0

not physically located in a University. As to affiliations

of team heads, eight are professors, six are top-level

researchers, and two are Directors of Studies (the higgest

level of-teaching in E.H-E.S.S.). Every head of team 0

does some teaching, and this is true for most of the C.N.R.S.

researchers, too. Team affiliations and shown in table 2

C.N.R.S. C.N.R.S. C.N.R.S.
+ University (N=9) + E.H.E.S.S. (4) (3)

Professor (8) Director of Study (2) Top level researchers (3)
Top level researcher (1) Top level researchers (2)

TABLE 2: AFFiLIATION OF RESEARCH TEAMS IN LINGUISTICS

AND LEADERS' POSITION

A.2. Teams' sizes -

As every research team in linguistics is involved

in teaching activities, there are a lot of people affiliated

with these teams. They attend seminars, work to complete

a thesis but have no C.N.R.S. position. Some of them are

young University assistants, some of them are high-school

teachers. They have not been taken Into account in rating

the teams' sizes for their involvement is irregular.

Teams' size goes from seven to fifty. Three teams do not

have any C.N.R.S. researchers, and among these, one is

a RCP team with only professors and teaching-research persons.
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Another one is a young ERA, so as yet, it has no full-time

researchers, and the last one gathers older and very

erudite professors. But it seems that their field is
"out of date" and does not attract younger researchers any

more.

Size disparity is high: four research teams have 0

less than 10 people, nine teams have between 10 and 19

people, two teams have twenty and one has fifty people.

The last one's history is "nteresting. The team began in

1966 as a RCP, grouping research workers who studied

languages of Africa. Tnen it became an ER, then a GR,

and in 1976, a large laboratory covering several geographic

areas in Africa, America and Europe. This laboratory gradual-

ly gathers existing teams in order to get more funding to

finance field travel and field equipment. Of course, individual

teams joined this laboratory on their own will in order

to confort their status and make the team's position

stronger.

Among the twelve research teams who have C.N.R.S.

researchers, four teams have less than five researchers,

seven have between five and ten C.N.R.S. researchers, and

one has as many as 40 C.N.R.S. researchers and 10 ITA.

As we already said, every head of team has teaching duties

and many C.N.R.S. researchers give lecture-s or courses.

Almost all the research teams have technicians (ITA)

or are allowed to use the staff of their university. The

foreign researchers usually belong to a team where the

language of their native country is studied, and they come _

in order to complete a thesis in France. After receivinq

their degree, they go back to their country and go on doing

research in connection with the French team.
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To summarize, linguistics research teams are

unusually large and very much involved in teaching activities.

Some teams have a lot of non-permanent "researchers" who

come very irregularly, this being due to the specificity

of their research field. These teams have very narrow

fields and are often the only ones in Frances to do research

on their subject.

A.3. Researchers' tralling -

Every researcher has basic training in linguistics

except (in two cases in the same team) mathematicians with

linguistic training as well. But most of them have double "

training, either in Human Sciences, Psychology, Sociology,

Ethnology or in modernand classic literature or still in

one foreign language. One team has researchers who took

theatrical training, but this team is a theatrical research 0

group.. All the researchers in linguistics have been

trained in a University.

A.4. Researchers' age 0

Among the sixteen research teams surveyed, six are

run by heads who are much older than the members of their

team, as they are sixty years old and over. However, in

most of the cases, researchers are older than 32,and a

35-year old researcher in linguistics is said usually to

be a young research worker. It is interesting to note that

the mean age of research. workers hired in the linguistics

section of the C.N.R.S. is 34 and that most of the present

researchers are over 35.

A.5. - Membershi! sex -

Three research teams are run by women who are

top level C.N.R.S. researchers and younger than most of

the other heads, who are professors. Among the researchers

there are a few more women than men.
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A.6. F how ong has the team been itn oeration ?

Six research. teams have existed for more than

ten years, six between five and ten years and four for

five years or less. One must note that some teams have

received the C.N.R.S. label recently but before that date,

they were very active research groups in E.H.E.S.S. or in -

their University. Moreover, some teams created by well-

known researchers in the field like Germaine TILLON built

on their fame for quick development. So when a team's

seniority is considered, one must take into account its

history from the beginning.

B - THE HEURISTIC PROCESS -

Two types of heuristic processes may be described:

ethnolinguistics and theoretical linguistics. They adopt

quite different approaches. Ethnolinguistics does not

use theoretical hypotheses because they are supposed to

narrow the research perspectives and hypotheses must be

suggested by the field. On the opposite, theoretical

linguistics try to build a general methodology to describe

and analyze both spoken and written languages. .

B.l. Ethnolinguistics -

The main characteristics of ethnolinguistics is

its geographical delimitation. For instance, one team will - 5

specialize in the ethnolinguistics of Indian America.

It describes languages within this area which have not

yet been studied in connection with the ethnologic context.

Another team will specialize in "Languages and Culture - -

of West Africa". Hypoth-eses are created through both the

field work and the data analyses. They emerge simultaneously

as data investigation goes ahead. Another team, using the
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same heuristic process, specializes in oral literatures,

dialectology and ethnography df the Berber-Arabic area.

Some teams have to rescue languages which are only spoken

by two thousand people, for instance, the West-Atlantic

languages in Africa. Each of these teams is, therefore,

highly specialized in a very specific geographical area.

Basically, they make inventories of unknown languages

or describe foreign languages, taking into account the 0

social and historical context.

Some larger ethnolinguistic teams, which cover

geographical areas over different continents, give priority 6

to larger subjects such as oral tradition, description of

languages and socio-linguistics. After they get their

material, hypotheses and comparisons can be made and turther

research on syntax, phonology and lexicology worked out. 0

In addition, the completed research can sometimes give rise

to applications in the country where the language is studied,

such as the creation of training programs to teach writing

and reading in countries with very low literacy.

Two other teams in ethnolinguistics have a specific

approach, since they study ethnolinguistics within a

historical frame. One of these teams research field is

the Italian Renaissance, and the other specializes in

Spain of 16th and 17th centuries. Their research material

consists of archives and literature of the period, and

they also use research from contemporary ethnologists. They

explain linguisticfacts with the help of social and histor-

ical factors. Contrary to the first group of research teams

in ethnolinguistics, they use existing data. But they have

the same purpose: to relate linguisticphenomena to social 0_

and historical conte' t.
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B.2. Theoretical ling uistics -

This type of linguistic research studies the 0

characteristics of language through the study of various

languages. For instance, one team works on the basic

features of languages, which they name "invariants" because

they cannot be reduced further in order to be classified. -

Another team research field is concerned with phonetics,

phonologic typology and "contrastive" research. It means

that they study syntax and phonetics for several languages

belonging to the same group, for instance the Finno-upric 0

languages. Theoretical linguistics works with well-defined

hypotheses, which can be modified by the results.which

generate new hypotheses. This type of research uses computer

data analysis, and one of these teams has three mathematicians 0

as research workers. There is a very strong theoretical

impact on research; and it seems that theoretical positions

divide researchers working in the same team. Sometimes

theoretical conflicts are important, because researchers lean

on different theories and use different approaches.

In conclusion, it can be said tnat the heuristic

process is very different for the two sub-fields in linguist- S

cis, ethnolinguistics and theoretical linguistics. The first

one is basically the description and the explanation of

linguistic phenomena; the second one deals with language

regarded as a phenomenon which includes its emission, its S

reception, and the way it is structured.

C - RESEARCH CHARACTERISTICS -

C.1. One single field or multidiscielinary_ research ?

As stated above under researchers' training, most

of the researchers have double traini.ig, always including

basic training in linguistics. In ethnolinguistics,
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researchers have sometimes been trained both in linguistics

and ethnology and also in a specific foreign language.

Most of the theoretical linguistics research

teams have experts in computer data processing and often

one or more mathematicians as well. One team specializing

in the analysis of manuscripts has a researcher with a spec-

ialty in optics, while other researchers have linguistics,

history or modern literature training.

C.2. Individual or _2uetesearch ? .

Linguistics research seems to be both a collective

venture and research carried out by individuals on their

own. In teams whose research field is defined according to 0

a geographical or historical area, researchers study one

specific language or a specific subject within a common

area. Thus, information from other researchers involved

in the same area but working on different topics is very •

useful, if they study another language or even if they

study quite different phenomena such as food habits or

family structure. One can say that some concerns are common

to all the group, although each researcher has a specific

subject and works in a solitary way.

In theoretical linguistics, research is more

radically individualistic. Within the same team, people will

lean on different theories and use different methodologies.

The only common feature is their purpose: the scientific

approach to language structure.

C.3. Basic research or.grant research -

Grant are very unusual in linguistics. Some teams

receive grants from C.N.R.S. within a specific program, for

instance "Automatic Phionetisation" with applications to
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"T61matique" and robotics. Generally very few teams are

eligible to enter a particular program, because few people

are specialists in the field it covers.

Actually, research is restricted to people with

an academic position in C.N.R.S. or in University. Linguistics --

research is only beginning, which means that each team S

had first to build its own data and methodology, and is

just starting long-term research. Moreover linguistics

is not a popular subject and needs for linguistics research

are not priorities. Two teams doing research on "theatrology", 0

on the one hand, and on "contemporary literary lexicology

and terminology" on the other, have very non-traditional

approaches and are considered as "avant-garde" (pionneers).

C.4. ing existing data or building new da?

All types of data can be found. In ethnolinguistics,

some teams have to obtain all of their data. They use field

surveys, records of oral tradition, as sometimes languages

are spoken but not written. They have to create an alphabet.

Some teams use both field surveys and manuscripts or archives.

Theoretical linguistics does not need to conduct field

surveys; basically it studies a set of documents as their

raw material, and this is built from a well-known language .

In fact, ethnolinguistics and theoretical linguistics do

not work at the same level of research. The first one

consists of description of inventories and dictionaries,

the second deals with the analysis of language structure,

including syntax and phonetics.

To summarize, linguistics is a new research field.

Therefore, many research teams try to describe quite

unknown languages, while others study the development of

languages at a given time in relation to social context,
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and others still try to create a methodology which could

be applied to analyze other human sciences or other

languages, regarding language as a scientific fact.

D THE TEAMS' MANAGEMENT

D.1. rEg 9 q of meetin g .

Half of the teams have regular meetings, for most

of them, once a month. They are scientific meetings: Resear -

chers talk about their research, then discussion and critic-

ism follow. Sometimes financial matters are discussed; e.g.

the budget for work in the field. Two teams have meetings

where the head never attends. He gets information later

from a researcher responsible for the meeting and its

coordination.

The structure thus created is often very loose

and raise problems. For exemple, the head of one team who

should ask C.N.R.S. for renewal of his team's pos'ition does

not intend to do so, because he feels the present team to

be too heterogenous and does not agree with the research

perspectives taken by some members. This "crisis" is a

good exemple of the lack of real authority of heads of

research teams.

Other teams have several meetings a year, and in

the big ones, the different research groups inside each

team have their own scientific meetings.

In addition to these meetings, every research team

has seminars for students who work on their doctorate under

the team's head and also for other people who work on the

same subject as the team, such as assistants coming from

other universities or high school teachers whose job is

related to the team's research and who look for contacts
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with research even if they are not actively involved in

a project themselves.

Meetings in linguistics are a large part of the -

team's life. They are specially important in teams who

write dictionaries relating French and a foreign language

still unknown, where collective work sessions have to be

organized regularly. 0

D.2. Are researchers controlled ?

Heads of laboratories are very well informed about

each researcher's progress, and the meetings seem to be

an efficient way to follow their work. This control is more

a coordination of group-research than a check of the

researchers' work. Two factors seem very important to

explain the linguistics research teams' cohesion:

(1) They are highly involved in teaching; some

of them are the only ones in France to teach a specific

subject. This strengthens the researchers' feeling of

belonging to a group and their level of involvement.

(2) Linguistics is not a very well known field

of research; there are few contracts and grants, and this

prevents teams from having scattered interests. Hence,

they focus on a topic of research and develop it.

D.3. Cometition -

There is a tendancy among research teams' heads

to say that there is no scientific competition between

researchers because research subjects are very specific

and each one has its own research. Therefore, very well-

defined research subjects seem to avoid competition between

researchers. But competition does exist when several resear-

-chers of the same team apply for promotion inside C.N.R.S.

This institutional competition is likely to give rise to

scientific competition. _
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E - TEAMS' PRODUCTIVITY -

As teams are very specialized, many of them have .

their own "series of books" and regularly publish a

volume. Some of them publish a quarterly review and this

also seems to be a good way to strengthen the group's

ties .

Many of the "oldest" teams organize conferences

by themselves, lasting one or several days on a national

or international scale. They do not often go to international

conferences abroad, because they do not receive enough

financial support. Futhermore, teams' productivity has

to be considered, taking into account team date of

creation and its membership. Productivity evaluated by

the number of articles is low for young teams that only

have teaching-researchers whose main concern is to complete

their "Doctorat d'Etat". On the other hand, C.N.R.S.

researchers, in order to get promotion, are rated on the

basis of their publications and are, therefore, more stimul-

ated to publish.

To sum up, three comments have to be made:

(1) Linguistics is a new science, and most of

its research is in its very first stage. Moreover, linguistics

is still defining its field and its limits.

(2) Scientific approaches are very different. On

one hand, for ethnolinguistics, hypotheses are regarded

as reducing the research perspectives. Field work always

has a priority over theoretical work and researchers have
to be very open to it. Therefore, research is basically 0

descriptive and investigation designed to get data. On the

other hand, theoretical linguistics uses theoretical frameworks

and hypotheses in order to study language as a scientific
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fact whose development obeys strict rules. It tries also

to build a unique methodology which may be used to analyze

language content and will be applied to any kind of language

such as the language of politics, adversiting, sciences,

etc.

(3) However,research teams are highly structured.

This can be explained by three factors:

(a) Many of the teams are the only ones expert

in their field in France, often in Europe. Therefore,

they have to rely on their own group for exchange 0

of ideas.

(b) As a consequence, they are involved in a

lot of teaching activities, in various institutions.

(c) Many of them publish their own review or 0

are editors of "series", publishing one or several

books each year.

This inward orientation, together with the

weakness of the head'.s position,leads to a social climate

within the team characterized by a strong cohesion and a

feeling of isolation in the scientific world. Norm's for
"good" research or "productive" research projects are 0
developed within the team, opening the way to conflicts

with the hierarchy of the "mother organizations",- Universit-

ies or C.N.R.S.
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Thirteerf research teams were contacted. Several

others refused to participate, because they were loose

groups. Their head said he had nothing to say, except that

there were a few meetings each year, researchers keeping 0

in touch with each other mainly by mail. Five heads could

not be surveyed: three were working abroad, doing field

researchs, and two of them, very well known, had very

efficient gatekeepers who made the appointments impossible

during the four-month data gathering periode. Among the

research teams actually surveyed, seven were interviewed

by telephone, six by face-to-face interviews.

A - THE ORGANIZATIONAL CONDITIONS -

A.1. Affiliation -

Among the thirteen teams surveyed, seven are

C.N.R.S. laboratories, fiveare "associate laboratories",

two are "Laboratoires propres") and one is an E.R.A.

(associate research unit), which belongs to the Institute

of Art and Archaeology. _ .

Most of these teams are also affiliated with other

research organizations. One even has three affiliations:

C.N.R.S., E.H.E.S.S. and College de France. four have two . .

affiliations (C.N.R.S. and Musde de l'Homme); five have

two affiliations (E.H.E.S.S. and C.N.R.S.); and three are

affiliated both with University and C.N.R.S.. Moreover,

every head of team teaches at least in one university.
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Some teams have offices in several different places in

Paris such as Coll6ge de France and E.H.E.S.S., and the

biggest one is creating a second unit in south of France. .

" Every team affiliated with a Museum (Musde de I'Homme or

Mus6e des Antiquit~s Nationales or Mus~e National des Arts

et Traditions Populaires) has space in the museum buildings.

Two teams only are situated in universities, four in .

E.H.E.S.S. buildings and the other ones, in Museums or

sharing several locations.

As to head's affiliation, five are university or S

Coll~ge de France professors, one is Director of Study
(E.H.E.S.S.), six are top-level C.N.R.S. researchers, one

is "conservateur", the highest position in a Museum.

Research teams affiliation is summarized in Table 3:

MUSEUM UNIVERSITY (COLLEGE de FRANCE) INST: OF ART
+ CNRS (4) + CNRS (3) EHSS (3) & ARCHAELOGY (3) P

Professor (2) Professor (2) Professor (1) Top-level res-
Top-level res- Top-level res- Top-level res- archer. (3)
earcher (1) earcher (1) earcher (1)

"conservateur" (1) Director of Studies (1)

TABLE 3: AFFILIATION OF RESEARCH TEAMS IN ETHNOLOGY AND
- LEADERS' POSITIONS

A.2. Teams' size -

Research teams in ethnology are fairly large. Two

have 50 and 59 people, two are between 30 and 40, three are
between 20 and 30, four are between ten and 20, and only

two are less than ten. Irregular members have not been taken
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into account, even though researchers belonging to other

research teams or to different fields work on specific

research with the teams surveyed. In addition, all these

teams are very active teaching units. Many professors

and research workers are related to these teams, even if

they do not have a strict connection with them. ----

All these teams have C.N.R.S. researchers. Their

number goes from three to 26. Six teams have less than ten

researchers, four have between ten and 20, and three have

more than 20. One team does not have any teaching personnel,

and it is specialized in archeology. Four teams do not have

any ITA (technician), but some of them have technicians who

belong to other organizations, such as museums. It has

to be noted that Musdes de France have their "own membership",
"conservateurs", and technicians. For instance, one team

has ten ITA who are affiliated with Musdes de France and

whose main activity is to deal with archives. There are

very few foreign researchers, but some foreign professors

keep regular contacts with the teams.

Some remarks have to be made about the biggest

teams. Two have more than 50 people. One of them started

in 1940 and became active immediately after the Second

World War. It is really the heart of Franch ethnology,

affiliated with both C.N.R.S. and Musdes de France. The

other one started in 1962, 20 years ago, as a RCP with

seminars for Doctorate studies. We must, therefore, underline

the fact that the biggest teams are the oldest and were

active in research and in teaching even before they obtained

affiliation with the C.N.R.S.

To summarize, research teams in ethnology are big,

and most of them are the only teams in France specialized

in their research field. Thus, they are very involved in

teaching activities, and every research worker interested in

this field has some kind of affiliation with them.

39



L0

A.3. Researchers' training -

Research workers in ethnology have all kinds of

previous training. All the teams' heads agree that the

best training is the thesis for doctorate of 36me cycle

for which future researchers have to complete a field

research. Most of them have learned at least one other

language. Some of them have a double traininq, for instance, 0

history and ethnoloqy, or economics and ethnology, and

apply it to the geographic area in which they specialized.

Some teams have physicians or specialists in natural

sciences, statistics, anthropology, sociology or psychology.

Other teams have specialists in history, philosophy, music,

linguistics and art history. Researchers' training in

archaelogy is more focused on archaelogy and history. Most

of the researchers got their training from E.H.E.S.S.

and universities.

A.4. Researchers'.age-
0

Researchers' and heads' age can be classified

under three categories: (1) The team's head is near

retirement and the researchers' ages range between

35-40 to 60;

(2) The team's head is young

(around 40-45); he has been recently appointed and researchers

of all ages are to be found in his/her team;

(3) The team's head is young

(about 45) and most of the researchers are younger (under

40). In that case, the team is usually young, also

having been created in the last five years.

A.5. Membersh e -

Among the thirteen teams surveyed, three are run

by a woman. In teams where archaeology is prevalent,

research workers are more often men than women. In the
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other ones, there is no rule. Some of them have more

women, some of them have more men. But this breakdown

does not result from a conscious choice. All the heads

of teams interviewed agree that sex is never a criterion

when hiring a new research worker. Furthermore, in

ethnology, husband and wife often do research on the

same geographic area with different research subjects. •

A.6. For how lon2.has the team been in.o2eration ?

The oldest teams are 40 years old and started as

teams affiliated with Musdes de France, then became RCP, 0

ERA and LA or LP. Some teams are ten or fifteen years

old, and others are less than ten years. The youngest

started in 1973 as a research team affiliated with

E.H.E.S.S. and got affiliation with C.N.R.S. very recently.

To summarize, most of the research teams in

ethnology are "mature" and big. Teams which started 20

or 40 years ago grew and did not divide themselves into - S

several small ones. It can be assumed that this organizat-

ional structure fits their specificity and the high

specialization in one geographic area. Training in

ethnology is time consuming, since researchers are required

to handle field research and get additional training

in linguistics. Heads of teams agree that a 35 year-old

researcher is a "younq" one.

B - THE HEURISTIC PROCESS -

The main characteristic of the heuristic process

in ethnology research is the researcher's personal - S

involvement in his (her) field. The success of the research

is determined, first of all, by the researcher's ability

to make himself (herself) accepted by the people whom

he (she) studied.
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The very great importance of field work decreases

the relative interest given to theoretical models and

hypotheses. A new research begins with a list of questions

but without any well-defined hypotheses. Most of the

time, the main aim of researchers is to explore geographical

areas still unstudied.

Usually, each team is specialized in a particular

geographical area. However, some of them do research in

several areas such as Africa, North or South America,

West Indies. In that case, they usually study one topic

in different locations in order to compare data. This is

the case of the "oldest" teams, who started with one

area, and, as they grew, extended their methodology to

new ones. The theoretical paradigm used seems limited

to the application of concepts developed in previous

research. Ethnology, which is considered a new science,

has to build a theoretical language common to ethnologists.

For the present time, all of them use the same methodology,

which is active observation. All the heads we interviewed

strongly emphasized the importance of good involvement

in his (her) field for the researcher to be successful.

This obviously means not only acceptance by the autochthon

but also an insight into their culture.

Why do researchers limit themselves to one or two

fields ? Most of the heads did say that all their researchers

study one field and spend a life-time on it. However,

some of them think it is better to work on two border-line

fields, so that each one helps in study of the other

through. comparisons.

The teams' heads also point out the importance of

personal and intellectual qualities: researchers have to

be ready to grasp all opportunities, very open-minded

towards their field, and not too much oriented by their
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training. They emphasized also the fact that researchers

are alone "in the field" for long periods and have to

be able to cope with this loneliness.

To summarize, in ethnology, "field" is a concept

always prevalent, and ethnologists have to be devoted

to it. Research is organized according to geographical •

delimitation but also to themes and subjects, which are

studied simultaneously in several areas. Finally, it can

be said that ethnology is much more concerned which a

qualitative approach than a quantitative one. One can't

help feeling that approaching a field of research with

a prefigured hypothesis is considered here as a prejudice

destroying the ability to understand the field characteri-

stics. Ethnology is certainly a domain of research where

a strong work involvement is the rule. It is not possible

for a researcher to work on office hours and close his

files on week-ends; his (her) life is closely mixed

with his (her) research.

C - RESEARCH CHARACTERISTICS -

C.1. One single field or multidisci inary_ esearch ?

Research teams in ethnology gather researchers who,

in addition to ethnology, are trained in different discip-

lines. Hence, teams have specialists in history, geography,

medicine, sociology, botany, music and so forth. It seems *.

that ethnology is, by itself, a "multidisciplinary" domain.

Statistics are not very much used except in one team doing

anthropology research, when the head requires that resear-

chers handle statistics. It is true that, contrary to most

of the teams, they study large samples.

C.2. Individual or _g2ro research -

Researchers are alone "in their field", and as

it has been said, it is their personal involvement which

makes the research successful. Heads of laboratory agree

43

K• -. 1



th.at several researchers working together at the same time

in the same field never obtain "good" results. But some
of them said that having several researchers in the same S

field in succession with different perspectives of

research is very productive: each researcher studies

"the field" from his/her own point of reference, and the

different results fit with one another. The only condition

is that different researchers must not be "in the field"

at the same time. Yet, when they come back, they do need

to meet with colleagues and talk about their research,

present the results, and submit them to criticism. S

Thus, meetings and discussions inside the team fill one

need: help the research workers to look objectively at

their results and to structure their material.

C.3. Basic research or grant research ?

Grants are very unusual in ethnology; moreover,

as it has been said already, researchers study the same

field during all their life and are not ready to change

their aim in order to follow grants offers. It is very

unusual that a researcher works in two fields situated

in two different continents. Field constraints rules

research and the way it grows. Therefore, the main problem

for research teams in ethnology is to get support for
travel since researchers very often have to remain in the

field for 2-3 months at a time.

C.4. Usin2existingdata or building new data ?

Ethnologists obtain their own data; here again,

the researchers' personal involvement is very important.

Information they are able to pick up will be determined

by the way they are accepted by the group and manage to

be integrated into it. Some research is done on archives,

but most of the time, research workers use "natives"

(called "informateurs") who help them not only to understand
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the dialects hut also to get introduced to the people

they study. Th-e length. of stay in the field is a function

of many factors. First, of course, is the support that

the researcher gets. Secondly, the country; 6-12 months

may be required in an "exotic" field, whereas two months
in a region of France are enough for French researchers.
However, some heads of laboratories think that, for their

first trip, researchers have to stay in the field at

least ten months for the study to be fruitful.

In conclusion, the individual researcher's personal
involvement and relationship to the field has to be

emphasized as a key-point. The quality and success of

research is determined by the quality of the researcher's

relation with the field. Researchers work by themselves,

since they have their own field, and until now, respect

of each researcher's field has been an informal but
well-respected rule.

0

D - THE TEAMS' MANAGEMENT

D.1. Frgq9X_ mtin

Research teams do not have regular meetings, and

the main reason is that researchers are often away.
Therefore, regular meetings would not make sense. The

biggest teams have a large board meeting twice a year,

whose aim is to allocate supports for field trips. In

addition, they usually have a scientific meeting at the

beginning of the University-year (October) to define

research areas and present current research projects.

Inside the biggest teams, some smaller groups

organize their own meetings, sometimes as often as once
a month. In several laboratories, after having tried
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to organize regular meetings, it was decided to give

th-em up because it was felt that informal meetings

were more effective.

In addition, most of the teams have teaching

seminars which are really research seminars attended

by students who work for their "Doctorat de 3#me cycle"

as well as by researchers. Those seminars usually meet

once every two weeks between October and May. They are

important, because all researchers know that if they

need to meet with the team's head, they can see him

(her) before or after the seminar.

D.2. Are researchers controlled ?

The very well-defined delimitation of researcher's 0

fields makes any control from the team's heads, very

difficult. Most of the heads said it is not their duty

to control the researchers' work after they have completed

their Doctorat de 34me cycle. Sometimes they advise them

about field problems, but they never impose their opinions

against an orientation chosen by a researcher. All of

them agree that there is a very personal link between

a researcher and his field, so that nobody, except the

researcher himself (herself), is able to assess his (her)

work.

0.3. C2otlition-

Competition does not exist at all between resear-

chers in ethnology, since each has his own field. There

is of course an institutional competition when several

researchers, belonging to the same team, apply for

promotion in C.N.R.S., but most of the researchers have

an academic position and do not need to get this type

of promotion.

4--
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E -THE TEAMS' PRODUCTIVITY-

The biggest and "oldest" teams publish their

own review or "series" or "bulletin". They also publish

books with several authors. Most of the heads interviewed
felt that international conferences have no scientific

interest. They do attend, in order to make their work

known, but they prefer small meetings and colloquia,

where only specialists of a field meet together. Most

of the publications -articles, papers- are signed by one

person, the researcher himself.

To summarize, research teams in ethnology are big,

but it does not mean that researchers work together.

Teams gather individual researchers who work in their

own field and do not intrude into other's fields.

Researcher's personal involvement is the main characteri-

stic.~and requirement in etttnoiogy. A head's comment can W
help to understand integration of individual researchers

into a team: "The research team has to allow researchers

to adopt an objective attitude above their own field

and results through discussion with t~ieir colleagues.

Team work is, therefore, a necessity, not as a basis for

collective work, but as a social structure where every-

body expects colleagues' expert interest for his work

I.

and is ready to listen to colleague's work and results.
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III - THE CRITERION PROBLEMS

In the research on bio-medical laboratories (reprint
enclosed as annex 3), we were able to build an aggregate

index of "success" for the various laboratories. Measuring

individual achievement in a research activity is a difficult

task : many examples can be quoted in the history of sciences

where an important discovery remained unknown and his author 0

did not received during his life either the prestige or the

rewards he deserved. In other words, research evaluation is

strongly subjective and submitted to social factors. The

difficulty is doubled when we try to evaluate a team's achiev-

ement,- which means the collective work of a group of people

whose activities would be difficult to rate objectively, one

by one. With great care, we undertook in the previous research,

about blo-medical research, to-gather four categories of

success criteria

1) peer quotations each laboratory head interviewed was

asked to name: three French laboratories which he could be

rate as the best in his field. __

2) Invitations to co.lloquiumaddressed to members of the

laboratories

3) participation in International conventions

4) Number of publications prepared in the laboratory in

the preceding two years.

It is easy to find faults and to criticize each of those - -

four criteria. However, for the 155 laboratories in the sample,

correlations between the four criteria were significant

(between :.33 and.45 ; cf. table IV in annex 3). Therefore

we were able to propose a classification of the laboratories

into five groups, going from Group V (the best : laboratories

often quoted by peers and receiving many invitations) to

Groupl (the less good : laboratories never quoted and never

invited). In between these two extremes, we find Group II --•

laboratories never quoted, and the director only being sometimes
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invited ; Group III laboratories never quoted but having

more invitations and Group IV : laboratories quoted once

at least. Moreover, we observed that the number of publications

increased regularly from Group I to Group V (cf. Fig. 1,

Annex 3) as well as attendance in International Conferences

(cf. Fig. 2, Annex 3).

The situation is quite different in the present survey.

First of all, we have seen how difficult it is for members

of research laboratories to find funding for their travel

costs in order to attend international conferences. Taking

into account the present economic circumstances, money for

travel expenses is more and more restricted only to well

known people in the field. It is true that some scholars

try to pay for such trips out of their own resources, planning

their holidays in the country where the conference is taking

place. This is not possible for the young researchers, who

often have low salaries and young children. Without going into

more detail, it is obvious that participation in conferences

and congresses cannot be considered as a reliable index of

the laboratory success and achievement.

Quotations by peers are no better. Most of the laboratories

surveyed are active in a very nar_ field, so when asked to

name the best French laboratory in the same field, they have

none to cite. If they are asked to name a laboratory in a

related field, they tend usually to choose a team working on

the same topic within a different frame of reference. For in-

stance, the head of a research laboratory specializing in

linguistic studies for the Latin American countries will know

a lot about the activities of economists, geographers, sociol- _

ogists active in the same country, but not much about the

work of linguists studying west Indian or central African

languages. As a result, they will understand "related field"

in a broad way, and the laboratory quoted will actually be .9

outside the domain of linguistics itself. This fact must be
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remembered, as it .shows h ow coarse is our classification

of social sciences and how far it is from the real network

of interests and activities.

A third possibility had to be discarded as well. Colloquia

and seminars are usually events organized on a small scale

and restricted to well known and active scholars. Invitations

to attend such meetings may be considered as a success crite-

rion and they were strongly correlated with the other criteria

in the bio-medical field. The situation is quite different

here. Because there are no private sponsors (such as pharmacy

companies) to support such meetings, they have to be funded

by public bodies or by foundations. Therefore, the frequency

of these events is much lower than in the medical field.

For instance, in one year, for one field, it is quite possible

that not a single symposium will be organized. The question

about how many research workers in a team attend such meetings

each year is, consequently, meaningless. Moreover, we have

seen that work in linguistics and in ethnology has to be

done "in the field", which means that priority would be

given to field trip over research meetings.

We are now left with only one type of success criterion,

the amount of published work. We tried to check this criterion

with great care. First, we asked the sponsoring organization

of each laboratory (CNRS, EHSS, University, INSEE... ) for a

list of publications for each laboratory for the last three

years. The list was then classified into books, papers and

mimeographed reports. In order to have as objective a measure

as possible, we decided to give each laboratory three points

for a book having more than 100 pages, two points for a

slimmer book or monograph, and one point for a paper. We

dismissed one- or two- pages notes and mimeographed reports.

Also, we checked the list of reviews and kept in our figures

only reviews having a clear referee policy and being

explicitly accepted as "scientific publications" by the

committee of the National Scientific Research Center in

each of the fields considered.
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The total number of points was then divided by three,

in order to get a yearly mean for each laboratory. This mean

was again divided by the number of permanent research workers

so as to obtain a yearly mean of publications per head.

The result goes from 1.8 to 2.9, showing rather limited

variations between teams (standard deviation = .4). If we -

look carefully at the data, different characteristics in

the rhythm of publications explain this fact. First, research

workers may spend a certain time writing a book of preparing

their thesis, or even working in the the field to gather data.

During that time, they will not publish papers. Secondly,

the concept of "article" or "paper" remains very loose, even

with the limitations we described. It can be a fairly long

and elaborate paper with description of facts and data which

took several years to gather and process. It can be, as well,

a review of the literature on a specific topic or a short note

describing a piece of research. Also, when a review publishes

a special issue, well known researchers are asked to submit

papers which can be remakes of previous work. All in all,

adding all these items cannot lead to a reliable index.

This is why, in order to try and get a better picture

of the scientific production achieved by each team, we studied

the possibility of another index based not on published work

but on quotations in published work A test of this index

was made for the field of linguistics. We took the list of

reviews previously used and content-analyzed five years of

publications, looking for quotations by colleagues of resear-

chers' names or printed work, as the list of names to look

for nearly reached 300, and 22 reviews (French and foreign)

were analyzed. This means around 50,000 printed pages were

examined. Figures for each laboratory were processed with the

rationale used previously for the amount of published work:
a mean per year and per head was calculated as a "quotation

Index" for each of the 16 teams.
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Figures describing the quotation index are between .4

and 6.4 (mean per head and per year) with a standard deviation I
reaching 2.1. Quotation numbers are fairly different from 0

one year to another. When one looks at the data in detail,

it is clear that a key paper may have a strong impact on the
field and be quoted very often during two years, raising the

team's mean for these two years. Also, a textbook or a new

methodology giving technical descriptions or even describing

the state of the art on a specific topic will be heavily

quoted for a while, until new developments make it obsolete.

All these comments explain why the correlation between

the two indices 1 ) (quotation index and publication index)

is low (.18), and does not suggest the possibility of -_

aggregating these indices as we were able to do in the bio- 0

medical field.

The effort to build a reliable aggregate index of product-

vity in the social sciences, and an index which could be used 0

in different domains (as we did in the bio-medical field)

did not lead us to satisfactory results. This failure, as

well as the heterogeneity of the different research processes,

outcomes, and social structures of the teams will be discussed 0

in the conclusion.

0__

(1) Calculated only for the linguistics laboratories.
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CONCLUSION

A major aim of the present research (following the results

of the earlier "research on bio-medical research" (cf. annex 3)

wasto explore whether the four conclusions reached in the bio-

medical field apply to social sciences as well. These were

(1) The style of leardership is a powerful determinant

of the team's success. A participation climate associated

with a high level of structure in research planning and control

within the team is to be found In the best laboratories. When
"mno participation and no structure" is the rule, a lack of

consideration for the researcher' professional and personal

problems make things worse.

(2) Various heuristic processes are to be found in different

subfields of blo-medical research. Research is either clinical,

collecting specific cases and building knowledge on repeated

observations or fundamental. In the last case, the heuristic

process is more sophisticated. It starts with a proposed

model, which is usually a synthesis of several abstract

hypotheses. Moreover in most of the laboratories developing

this type of fundamental research, various fields of knowledge

(Physics, chemistry, biology, pharmacology, statistics...)

are used in each single model and in each single experiment.

Clinical research is nearly always monodisciplinary, describing

cases from one specific angle (ie. research in anatomy

in forensic medicine, in applied pharmacology).

(3) The heuristic process is one of the determinants of

the social characteristics of the team: we did bring statistical

proof of the relationship between participation and formal

controls on one hand, and the heuristic process on another

hand. Clinical research seems to develop a climate of low

participation and weak control; while fundamental (and abstract-

modeling, multidisciplinary) research develops a climate of

both active participation and close control.
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(4) The size of the laboratory as well as the heterogeneity

of the staff members' training and present status are closely

linked with the social relationship between the leader and

the researchers. Large laboratories, with a high proportion

of full-time researchers are characterized by a high level

of consideration in the leader's style. The contrary is observed

when the team is small and a large proportion of the researchers

are doctoral students or part time research workers.

We planned to take each one of these conclusions and see

if it is valid in the social sciences. The.nature of the data pre-

vented us from testing directly these hypotheses. However, if we

consider social sciences as-representing an extreme case in the domain

classification used for bio-medical research, the leadership

style which seems to be prevailing in the social sciences is

coherent with the main conclusions of the research on bio-

medical research. Therefore, in thfs conclusion we wil-l first describe

the common features of leadership.behavior in the social

sciences, and analyze them in the frame of reference of

the classical descriptions of leader power. Afterwards, it

will be possible to compare leadership style here and in the

bio-medical field and to comment the lack of coherent success

index.

Our first point will look provocative. We did not describe

a variety of leadership styles in the social sciences because,

in the three domains of linguistics, ethnology and economics,

it is not possible to act as a leader, at least within the

organizational structure of research activities in this

country.

Let U first look at the social and occupational charact-

eristics common to the three fields. Descriptions of each

situation, given in the preceding chapters, may be summarized

in six remarks.
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(a) There are none, or very few, laboratory meetings.
When such meetings exist, they are devoted to exchange of

information. In one case, the head of the laboratory does not

attend occasional meetings and relies on his researchers to

inform him "if an important question is raised" !... Nowhere,

such a thing as participation in decisions linked with the

laboratory life appears on the rare meetings agenda.

(b) Social organization of the teams are loose.

Contacts are mostly informal and exist only if there is a

spatial proximity. Even in the large laboratories, one does

not find a breakdown into smaller teams with common interests.

Contacts are mostly person to person.

(c) Research topics are usually very specific. They

are choosen by each research worker early in his (her) career

and usually kept for a long while. Therefore, few decisions

have to be taken about common research programs or new orient-

ations. Evidently the narrowness of each researcher's interest

increases both his (her) autonomy (nobody is really "competent"

in "his" field) as well as his (her) loneliness.

(d) Research is often done outside, in the field.

When coming back from "the field" where he gathered data,
the researcher needs very little support to process his (her)

data. In economy, data processing by computer is the rule;

in linguistics and ethnology, it is often used. However, in

all these cases, computer processing has to be prepared by

a long and complicated treatment of these data which cannot

be done by anybody else than the researcher himself (or herself).

(e) Very few grants, or request for proposals are

available in the three fields considered. When outside financial

support is awarded to a laboratory, it is usually because

the research activities developed in this laboratory are of

interest to an outside organization who is willing to give

money in order to speed up the work and give priority to

a specific problem. But researchers themselves rarely have
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to adapt their interest to outside orientations.

(f) All the teams and laboratories are mono-disciplin- --.

ary. Except for some statisticians working as specialized

technicians in a team, one does not find in the research

programs a coordinated effort coming, for example, from a

linguist, an ethnologist, a geographer. As it has been said in

the preceding chapter, different specialists working on the

same culture, or the same part of the world will occasionnaly

wish to meet with colleagues developing another approach on

the same culture, or the same area. But these contacts are

easier to organize in the field than in laboratories scattered

all over the country. Taking into account these features,

common to the three fields studied, it is now possible to

describe the leaders role. In a seminal paper, published in

1959, French and Raven gave a list of the different types of

power available to a leader. Situational variables as determinant.

of the effectiveness of a given leadership style are key

factors in Fiedler's contingency model (1967) and in Vroom _

and Yetton contingency theory (1975). French and Raven proposed

five kinds of power. Are these kinds of power available to

heads of laboratories in the social sciences ? The first two

kinds deal with reward and punishments (Reward power, Coercive - .

power). If we remember that promotion of a research worker

is decided by a national committee of experts, as well as

renewal of a research worker's job, it is obvious that very

little reward or punishment is in the hand of a laboratory AO

head. Even travel money allocation to researchers is outside

its prerogative as this money is distributed again by national

committees and the laboratory director only plays an administ-

rative role in checking that the money is used properly.

The third kind of power in French and Raven's classifi-

cation is called Legitimate power: it is the right of a leader
to influence a subordinate and the obligation of subordinates _

to accept this influence. The relationships between researchers
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and heads of their laboratories are quite different here.

They behave as colleagues rather than master-servant and most

of the time, heads of laboratories acknowledged this situation

when they say that they have an authority over the Ph.D.

students workilng in the laboratory, but not on the researchers

who have proved their ability to do research work in their

thesis and, any way, are now working in a specific field which

is not well known of the laboratory director. This lack of

authority is in great part due to the fact that methodology

is usually simple and requires neither heavy investment in

equipment nor careful choice based on previous experience. - .

The fourth kind of power is called Referent power by

French and Raven and defined as "the identification of the

subordinate with the superior": the subordinate accepts the

leader's goal as its own. Recently, following this idea, Weiss

(1977) has shown that subordinates tend to imitate the leader's

behavior when they view him as being both competent and

successful. This type of referent power exists, in a slightly

different version in some of the laboratories. First because

the laboratory head's prestige and international fame is, up

to a certain point, shared by his (her) researchers; secondly

because his (or her) Influence is useful for the young researchers

when thgy look for foreign contacts, publishers, invitations

to colloquium etc... However this type of power does not develop

group cohesion but increases individual (leader with each

researcher) relationships. i_

The fifth kind of power called Expert power in French

and Raven's classification Is equivalent to the concept of

charisma or magnetism. We have seen how limited is, in reality,

this type of influence because of the geographical autonomy

and narrowness of field for each of the research workers. Even

for the most famous among the social scientists interviewed,

it is obvious that they do not initiate authoritorian relationship

on the work of their researchers. They wait to be asked an
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advice or an opinion which is usually followed because it is

a good advice and not because their leader position is based

on expertise. When the laboratory's head is younger, this

charisma rarely exists and we have several times observe

their discouragment: without any real control of the work

actually done, they have to spend part of their time on

administrative tasks, without any kind of reward for themselves.

Last, -but not least-, the difficulties we have met,

when we tried to build a success index for the laboratories

are well known by the heads of laboratories. It is very difficult ..

for them to give each of their researchers a feedback of their

own achievment, based on objective data. If we wish to use

Fielder's vocabulary, the task of the researcher is too little

structured to allow such feedbacks. Fiedler proposed four . .

scales to evaluate the structure of a task; these scales are:

. decision verifiability (the degree to which the

correctness of a solution or decision can be verified)

goal clarity (the degree to which task requirements

are clearly stated)

* goal path multiplicity (the number of different ways

a problem can be solved)

• solution specificity (is there more than one correct -

solution). " .

Social sciences are rather young; their methodology

remains an open issue, with opinions strongly different and

not yet tested by a long experience. Decision verifiability

is difficult as it is never possible to replicate a research

program and evaluation is a precarious process. So, even if

the goal is sometimes clear, the-three other items describing

(according to Fiedler) the structure of the task shows this

structure to be low in the social sciences. Which means that

the leader role is always difficult and often impossible to

fulfild.
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All these reasons explain why there is no real

leadership activities in th.e fi.elds studied. Therefore, it

is- difficult to speak of a "leadership style". Morover, the

loose social structure, the rare meetings, and the weak

relationship between most of the laboratory heads and their

researchers allow us to say that in all the cases studied,

consideration, as well as control are low. We have seen how

and why, each researcher's autonomy is large and the influence

of the leader on research planning, very weak.

If we wish to compare this situation with the bio-medical 7

field characteristics, it is obvious that the constraints

of research in the social sciences are fairly close to what

we observed for the subgroup of clinical, monodisciplinary,

non modelling domains of research in the bio-medical field.

In order to remind the reader of its conclusions, we can

say that the preceding research showed that (1) a leadership

style characterized by low consideration and by low control

in the same time, is determined by the heuristic process and

frequent in clinical research, with no abstract hypothesis,

no models, no multi-disciplinary research. And (2) that it is

also strongly associated with a low position in the "success

typology".

The results described here fit with the first part of

the preceding conclusions. We have seen that the social sciences

laboratory are characterized both by low consideration and

low control and that this situation is not the result of a

free choice made by the leader but is a consequence of the

research constraints. As we do not have an objective success

index, it is impossible to test the second part of the hypothesis g

i.e. low consideration and low control are a cause of under

achievment. At least we can imagine that the lack of social

relationships and firm control do not help the social sciences

development and observe that they developped more quickly

wherever they dispose of a methodology and they need equipment.
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As a last remark, we wish to note that the situation

of the leader in the social sciences, and the real difficulties

he lives through when he tries to support his researchers

and influence their work have an important but unexpected

consequence. Director of laboratory's position are not desired

by the well known scholars in the field. Some of them explained

that this job is purely formal and administrative; one should

therefore devote his time to research, lectures and book-

writing. Moreover several heads of laboratories expressed

their wish to be relieved of this extraload of work which . ..

they see as uninteresting and without any profit for their

careers. This allows us to wonder, as a provisional conclusion

for the survey presented here if it is possible to be the

leader of a research laboratory in the social sciences ? .
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ANNEX I0

INTERVIEW GUIDELINES

* 1) Definition of the domain of research. What are the main activities of your
research team? How do you determine your themes of research ?

2) Which type of data do you use in your research? Given data or built by
researchers? Quantitative or qualitative? When you start a research do you
state theoretical hypotheses or do you have just a theoretical framework?
Does a feedback from the field happen to change these hypotheses?

3) Could you define the methodology the research team employs?

4) What is the mean time between a starting research and the first results?

5) Are researchers personally involved in the scientific process?

6) Has your team been involved in international research programs?

7) What is the teams' size? Could you describe its membership: researchers,
technicians, teaching researchers, non-permanent researchers? What is the
proportion of women? The researchers' age? How long have your researchers -.

been working with you? What is th~e researchers' training? How are researches
divided among team's membership? Does your team receive foreign researchers?

8) How long has your team been existing?

* 9) Are there team meetings? What is their purpose? How many times do they take-
place? Do you think they are very useful?

10) Which possibilities have your researchers to meet you ?

*11) How do you control researchers' work? Through oral or written reports?

*12) Do you think there is solidarity between researchers? and competition?

*13) Is the team's repute a factor of satisfaction for researchers?

14) Are there inside the team, different research groups or groups which constitute
just for one research? Are there solitary researchers?

15) Does your team happen to collaborate with another research team?

*16) How many publications -articles, books, papers at conferences- did your team
issue in the last two years? Are publications signed by several people?

17) Participation in Conferences. Who goes to conferences and how many times
a-year? Do you participate in International Conferences or smaller meetings
where there is just a group of experts?

18) What requirements do you think researchers must fit to work in your team?

*19) Could you indicate which proportion of "good" researchers you have in your team?

*20) What is your main concern for the future?



ANNEX II 7
LIST OF TEAMS SURVEYED

TEAM HEADS SURVEYED IN ECONOMICS-

M. Ctaude HENRY
Laboratolre d'Economtrie de 1'Ecole Polytechnique
Ecol e Polytechni que
17, rue Descartes - 75230 Paris C~sdex 05

P~o~eAseuA J.P. ALJBTA
Centre de recherche de mathdmatiques de la decision -(CEREMADE)

Universitfi de Paris IX
Place de Lattre de Tassigny - 75775 Paris C~dex 16

M. YVeA VOUNES
Recherche fondainentale en dconomie mathAniatique
CEPREMAP
140, rue du Chevaleret - 75013 Paris

M. Ph~Liippe V'IRIBARNE
Centre de recherche sur le bien-4tre (CEREBE)
140, rue du Chevaleret - 75013 Paris

Ptjwez.6euA LauJ.A LEVV-GARSOUA
Economle Soc lol ogique
CREBOC
140, rue du Chevaleret -75Q13 Paris

Pxoje4eu4 Jlean RENARD
Economie Publique des ressources humalnes
CEPREMAP
140, rue du Chevaleret -75013 Paris

P~oje.z&euA Makie LAVIGNE
Centre d'Econouiie internationale des pays socialistes
Universitd de Paris I - Centre de Tolbiac
90, rue de Tolbiac - 75013 Paris

Pjto6e.6,ewL% Dominique STRAUSS-KAHN
Centre de recherche dconoimique sur 1'dpargne (CREP)
Universitd de Paris X - U.E.R. de Sciences Econorniques
2, rue de Rouen - 92001 Nanterre

Madame Paute AMELLER
Mouvements internationaux de capitaux
Service d6dtude de IlactivitO dconomique
4, rue Michelet - 75006 Paris

Pxo6e~z~ewt Emite LEWY
Laboratoire d'dconomie et de gestion des organisations de sant§ (LEGOS)
UniversitO de Paris IX -Place du Mar~chal de Lattre de Tass'tgny
75775 Paris Cddex 16
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P~oeA~eu4 Mich~e FARDEAU
Economie des ressources h-umaines et gestion du non-marchand
Latioratoire d'dcononiie sociale
Universit6 de Paris I
90, rue de Tolbiac - 75634 Paris Cddex 13

Pjtojewe Hen/t2 BAROLI
Sdminaire d'dconomie du travail (SET)
Universit6 de Paris I
90, rue de Tolbiac - 75634 Paris C~dex 1.3

fto6u~eut Cha'ge&6 AtbeAt MICffALEr
Centre d'dtudes et de recherche sur 1 'entreprise multi-
nationale (CEREM)
Universlt6 de Paris X, 2 rue de Rouen -92001 Nanterre CUdex

P'LojeA4ew Raymond COURBIS
Groupe d'analyses macro-6conomiques appliqudes (GAI4A)
U.E.R. de Sciences dconomiques
2, rue de Rouen - 92001 Nanterre

M. R. GUENERIE (Ze VtectewL DE MENIL eht actuettement I Vfutngi powr.
un an)

Centre d'economnie quantitative et comparative
E.H.E.S.S. - 54 boulevard Raspail - 75006 Paris

Phoj6eue P.H. PERYCKE
Centre d'6tudes et de recherches Oconomiques sur la yulle et
l'espace (CEREVE)
Universitd de Paris X
2, rue de Rouen - 92001 Nanterre

M. J.C. TOUTAIN
Histoire et analyse de la croissance dconomique
Universitd de Paris I
90, rue de Tolbiac - 75013 Paris __

M. Jacqu PEBANVT
Capital et donction de production
Institut de recherche en dconomie de la production (IREP)
Universitd de Paris X
2, rue de Rouen - 92001 Nanterre

M. SACHS
Centre international de recherche sur l'environnement
et le doveloppenient
E.H.E.S.S.
54 boulevard Raspail - 75270 Paris C~dex 06

M. PAILLAT
D6partenient de d~inographie sociale
INED - 27 rue du Commandeur - 75675 Paris C~dex 14

M. Ctaude MAZOVIER
Responsable de la cellule recherche de 1'INSEE
61, rue Legrand -92240 Malakoff
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TEAM HEADS SURVEYED IN LZNGUISTICS -

Madame Genevilve CALAME-GRIAULE
Langage et culture en Afrique de 1 'Ouest
8, rue Gay-Lussac - 75005 Paris

M. Lae WOUCQUIAUX
LACITO - C.N.R.S. .
5, rue de Marseille - 75010 Paris

Pxoe& uw Seuna~d POTTIER
Ethnolinguistique amtrindienne

* Institut Hispanique - Universit§ de Paris IV
31, rue Gay-Lussac - 75005 Paris

. * M. Louia HAY
CAR, Bibliothdque Nationale
61, rue de Richelieu - 75002 Paris

F P'we~A.eut Jean, PERROT
Institut d'6tudes linguistiques et phon6tiques

19, rue des Bernardins - 75005 Paris

P'w|ew Fk~d~Z FRANVOIS
Laboratoire d'6tude sur l'acquisition du langage JL
Universit~s de Paris V
12, rue Cujas - 75005 Paris

M. A Lexi RYGALOFF
Centre de recherche linguistique sur T'Asie Orientale
E.H.E.S.S. - 54 boulevard Raspail - 75006 Paris -. _

Madame CmawnZe LACOSTE-VUJARVIN
Centre d'dtude sur le Maghreb et le Moyen-Orient
44, rue de la Tour - 75016 Paris

* P~ojeAWL Henti BEHAR
Lexicologle et terminologie litt~raire contemporaine
Universit6 de Paris IV
17 rue de la Sorbonne - 75230 Paris Cddex 05

M. Jutien A. GREIM"S
Centre de recherches semio-linguistiques
E.H.E.S.S.
10, rue Monsieur le Prince - 75006 Paris

M. PeniA SABLET
Groupe de recherches th~trales et musicologiques
Institut d'Anglais
Universltt de Paris VII

• 10, rue Charles V - 75004 Paris

Madame Mina CATAC
Histoire et structure de l'orthographe - C.N.R.S.
27 rue Paul Bert - 94200 Ivry-sur-Seine
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Pwt6e44eL Antoine CULIOLI
Laboratoi re de linguistique formelle
Universit de Paris VI..
Tour centrale - 39 6tage.
2, place Jussieu - 75221 Paris Cddex 05

P~woA4euA SeAge SAUVAGEOT
Centre de linguistique africaine
Universit6 de Paris III
19, rue des Bernardins - 75005 Paris

ftode4.6ewt And~l~ ROCHON
Centre de recherche sur la renaissance italienne
Universitd de Paris III
13, ruede Sauteuil - 15231 Paris Cddex 05

P,%owd6s6u4 Auga6tin REBOAJVO
Centre de recherche sur l'Espagne des 160 et 170 si~cle
Universitd dle Paris III
31, rue Gay Lussac - 75005 Paris

TEAM HEADS SURVEYED IN ETHNOLOGY -

M. 1. CUT VA
Laboratoire d' anthropologie sociale
Col ldge de France
11, place Marcellin Berthelot
75231 Paris c~dex 05

Madame Annie LEBEUF
Laboratoire d'ethnologie et de sociologie comparative
Universitd de Paris X
200, avenue de la Rdpublique - 92001 Nanterre C~dex

Px'o6e.ewu4 Jean GUIART
Ethnographie du monde non-franrais
Laboratoire d'ethnologie du Musdum National d'Kistoire0
Naturelle
Place du Trocadero - 75016 Paris

M. BARSICHON
Centre d'ethnologie franralse
6, route du Mahatma Ganghi - 75116 Paris

P,%oje.ewL Yve.A COPT'ENS
Centre de recherches anthropologiques du Musde de l'Hauune
Musde de 1 'Honme
Place du Trocad~ro -75116 Paris

Madame Simocne DREYFUS-GAMELOAI
Ethnoloqie sudamdrindienne
E.H.E.S.S.
44, rue de la Tour -75016 Paris
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M. Geo'ueA COMBOMINAS
CEDRASEM I
E.H.E.S.S.
44, rue de la Tour -750.16 Paris

Mademoiaef~e Madeteine BIARVEALI
Centre d'Etude de I'Inde et de I'Asie du Sud
EII.E.S.S.
54, boulevard Raspail =75270 Paris C~sdex 06

M. Gttad BAILLOUD
Premilers peuplements s~dentaires de l'Europe Nord-Occidentale
Institut dL'Art et d'Arch~ologie
3, rue Michelet -75006 Paris

M. G~Lbext ROUGET
Etudes et ethnoniusicologie
Musde de l'Honune d~partement de musique
Palais de Chaillot - 75116 Paris

M. Jean HIERNAUX
Anthropologie et moralit6 des populations
Unlversit§ de Paris VII
Tour 16 -3* fitage
2, place Jussleur - 75005 Paris

M. Reni JOFFROY
Arts et Techniques pr6 et prohistoriques
Mus~e des Antiquitds Natlonales-
Chateau de Saint-Germain en Laye

M. Venua6 LOMBARD
Idoologie et r~seau de 1'archipel insulindien
E.H.E.S .S.
54, boulevard Raspail 75270 Paris Cidex 06
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CARACTI~sTouEss oRGAmisATiONNaLLEs,
STYLE DR LEADERSHIP ST R*tUSS1TK
DAMS LA RECHERCHE 8IC-MEtDICALE

par
Cl. LEVY-LEBOYER et Cl. PUNEAU

Mota-ClS: Kywrs
Psycholope des organisatiouns Psychology of organizations
Recherche bio-m6dicale Bio-tnedicaL research
Leadership Leadership

SUMMARY

The Heads of the laboratories belonging to INSERM, Inatitut Pasteur
and Universiti Ren& Descartes and working in bio-medical research were
interviewed by telephone or directly. Data can be clasuified into three
categories: success criteria, characteristics of the laboratory, leadership
style. Results show:

1) A clear relation between the domain of research (and the heuristic
style) and the style of leadership observed.

2) A strong relationship between success and a style of leadership
characterized by participation and structure.

Moreover, when there is a lack of researchers participation and of
structure, absence of consideration decreases chances of success.

Les problemes posis par 1'efficacit6 do la recherche sont i
* 'ordre du jour: comment, Sur quels critires, recruter des crier-
* chewrs? Quell. formation leur dormer ? En fonction do quoi

LAboratoire de Psychologie des Organisations, Institut de Psycho-
logie. Universiti Rene Descartes.

Cette recherche a fait l'objet d'une subvention de l'Army Research
Institute (ARI). Contrat n* DAERO, 77-6-036.

111-2



202 RIVUE DE PSYCHOLOGIE APPLIQUEE

dicider de leur promotion ? Fixer leurs conditions de travail?
Sur quelles bases Leu~r attribuer des moyens ? En fait, tout le
monde semble s'accorder, au mains implicitement. sur deux points:--
pas de bonne recherche sans c bons * chercheurs, pas de bonne

recerhe an z e onns codiion d trval.De plus, impi-

che, coinme on Los traitorait s'il s'agissait do production, de service
ou d'activit~s commercialos. Autroment dit, on reconrnait quo 1a
nature des objoctifs et des contraintos organisationnelles daivent
d6terminer le style d'encadrement et Les regles de carriire; bref
que ces; problemes peuvent et doivent &tre poses dans la perspec-
tive adoptee par les sciences sociales de l'organisation.

Pourtant, Les psychologues, i de rares exceptions pris (BASS,
1974, KzRR, 1974 et Koxu, 1973) W'ont 6t inteosses que par
l'aspect individuel des problemes poses par Les activit~s de recher-
ches. Notamment, Us ant cherch6 i identifier, sous le nom de cres-
tivit6, l'aptitude i innover et Uls ant propose aussi bien des tech-
niques pour la inesuror quo des methodes pidagogiques pour
la developper.

En rialit6, qu'on aborde le problime sous L'angle organisa-0
tionnel an. sous l'angle individuel au encore qu'on tente do Los
concilier, la a recherche sur la recherche *suppose qu'an ait 61a-
bor6 un (an des) crit~ro(s) abjectif(s) et fiable(s) perrnettant de
ddcrire, do classer ou miewc encore do mesurer la r6ussite des
individus et des equipes; dans le domain. oOLi Us exercent leurs
activit~s. C'ost li precisinmont quo reside l'obstacle auquel soe
hourtent tous Los travaux qui, au-doli d'une, description monogra-
phique du diroulement et du fonictionnement do tel ou tel secteur
do recherches, veulent dagager des relations entre, d'une part, des
variables a causales * comme Les aptitudes, la formation. les rela-
tions interpersannolles, le style d'encadroment, le climat organi-
sationnel.. et, d'autre part, Los risultats et la performance des
cherchours et des 6quipes, - variables K dipendantes.

Quantifier la performance est toujours difficilo, do plus en plus
i mesure qu'on s'616ve dans 1'6chelle hi~rarchique, et taut parti-
cuirement lorsqu'on doit utiliser des indices do riussite subjectifs,
1V6valuation du travail des uns, off ectu~e par los autres. A ces
dilffcuitks, traditionneiles Larsqu'il s'agit do tiches inteilectuelles
et do haut niveau, s'ajoute une difficulti supplementaire dans le
cas des travaux do recherches. difficult6 lIje au f ait que les condi-
tions sclentificues. heuristiques et techniques sont diflrentes pour
chaque domaine de recherche, voiro nt~me 1pour chaque th~rne.
nIest Lividont qu'un indicateur do r~ussite aui no pourrait pas ktre

IL
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g6nhralis6, qul ne serait valable que pour un nombre de situations
extrimement restreintes, ne permettrait ni d'effectuer des compa-
raisons, ni de znener des 6tudes systematiques. Cette sp&ciflciti
des conditions organisationnelles de la recherche peut d'ailleurs
itre analyse et decompose en quatre aspects : 1) scion, les cas,
le temps qui s'6couie entre le moment oi commence un travail de
recherche et le moment oil ii est susceptible de porter des fruits
peut varier considirablement. A cela s'ajoute le fait que, i plus
long tenne, le temps qui passe et boulieverse les cadres de ri 6-
rence peut modifier N'valuation des risultats et de leur impor-
tance; 2) scion le secteu~r de recherche considiri, les critires de
reussite qui peuvent dtre retenus sont diffirents, ainsi que leur
importanc, relative. La mime remarque peut itre faite scion la fina-
lit6 des recherches : fondamentale, appliquic i court ou i long
terme (3) et selon la mature des objectifs priviligiiis par I'organisa-
tion de rifirence et utilisee par clle pour ilaborer des decisions
concernant les carriires et V.attribution des moyens (4).

Ces remarques ant guid6 la recherche presentie ici: en effet,
clle se situ. dans une perspective resolurnent organisationnelle
tant par le problime pos6 (dicrire des conduites, d'encadrement qui
favorisent la reussite dans le domaine de la recherche) que par le
choiic des variables causales (climat social, relations interperson-
nelles, style de leadership) et de la variable dipendante (riussite
difinie au niveau du laboratoire). En outre, nous avons travailld
dans un domain. de recherche homogene et bien d6limWt, celui
de la recherche bio-rnidicale, et notre enquite a 6t6 liritie aux
organisations qui appartiennent au secteur public. Enfin, une atten-
tion particuliire a 6t6 apportie d'abord i l'6laboration d'un class.-
nent des laboratoires scion leur niveau de riussite, ensuite i

l'etude des caractiristiques organisationnelles de ces laboratoires,
ceci afin de ne pas confondre diversiti dui succis et inigalitfi
des znoyens et des ressources humaines. Eclaries sur ce point,
nous avons alors cherch6 cc qui, dans le style d'encadrement,
diffdrencialt significativement les 4tbons * et les; cmomns bans v.
Nous decrirons successivernent N'chantillon et la m6thode d'en-
quite, l'ilaboration des critires de ruussite et les risuitats obtenus.

I. - L'ICHANILLON FT LES METHODECS D'WQTT

Avant de dicrire 'chantillon et les informations recueillies,
ii est utile de souligner l'exceptionnel pourcentage des reponses
obtenues. Sur 155 directeurs de laboratoires faisant partie de
l'ichantilion initia. 4 seulement ont refusi do rupondre. Ce taux
de reponse ilevi (97 %I) tient au suaccis de la znuthode ernploy~e
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qui sera d~crite plus en detail ci-dessous et qui a consisti i utiliser
le tiliphone comme m~dia pour l'entretien; il tient igalement --

i l'int6rft manifest6 par nos r~pondants au sujet des problirnes
souleves dans 1'enqudte.

Trois organisations ont 6t choisies pour cette recherche:
l'Institut Pasteur, 'ISERM et lTUniversit6 Reni Descartes. Dans
les trois cas, le Directeur G&n6ral, ou le Prisident ont 6t contact~s
avant le debut de l'enqu~te, le but de la recherche lui a kt& dicrit
et son accord a iti obtenu. Mais, i dessein, nous ne lui avons pas
demand6 de presenter notre enqudte aux directeurs de laboratoires
appartenant A son organisation. En effet, l'enquite aurait alors pu
itre perque comme inspir6e par la direction et les riponses obte-
nues auraient 6ti diform~es. Nous nous sornmes lriit i demander
la list. des laboratoires appartenant i ces trois organisations; et
N'chantillon retenu a it constitui par tous les laboratoires situ~s
dans la r~gion parisienne, 155 au total.

Nous avons ensuite envoyi au directeur de chaque laboratoire
une lettre expliquant le but de la recherche et demandant leur
coop6ration pour une interview t~l~phonique. Parini les directeurs
ainsi contact~s, 4 ont refus6, 42 ont indiqu6 qu'ils pr~f~raient un
entretien face AL face et 109 ont accept6 l'entretien par t~l~phone.
La dur~e de 1'interview a vari6 de 15 minutes A 1 h 30 (dans le cas
des entretiens t~l~phoniques) et de 30 minutes A 2 heures (dans
le cas des entretiens face A face).

Le guide d'entretien figure en annexe 1. Les informations0
recueiflies ont 6t soumises ensuite A une analyse de contenu dont
les tites de rubrique figurent en annexe 2. Quatre categories
d'information ont Wt recueilfles: 1) des donn6es permettant de
construire un critire de succis dans la recherche; 2) des informa-
tions sur le style de 1'encadrement et le c limat social du labo-
ratoire; 3) des indications dites K anatomniques constituant en-
quelque sort. la fiche d'identiti du laboratoire et 4) des informa-
tions stir les objectifs et la cat6,gorie de recherche.

Sur les 151 directeurs de laboratoire interrog6s, 46 appartien-
nent A I'Institut Pasteur, 44 A l'Universit6 Ren6 Descartes et
61 A 1'DMSER.M. Les laboratoires de 1'Universit6 constitu~s en
Unites INSERM ont 6t class~s dans 1'6chantillon cornme labora-
toires INSERM. En outre, 15 laboratoires appartiennent 6galement
au C.N.R.S. et recoivent donc un soutien de deux organisations.
Le tableau I indique les domaines de recherche des diff-frents
laboratoires.
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TAWAAV I
Domaine de recherche

oNombre
Im m unologie ...................................... 29

Sochim ie ........................................ 19
Siolope .......................................... 19
Pbysiologie ........................................ 15
V irologie .......................................... 13
Bactiriolocie ...................................... 8
Endocrinologie .................................... 8
Pharm acologit .................................... 7
Himatololgie ...................................... 6
Chirwugi. et Anatomic ............................ 6 *.
P6dlat e .......................................... s
Ne=olo ie ... ................................. 5
0, itique ........................................ 4
Maladies cardlo-vasculaires ........................ 3
Midicine l6gale .................................. 2
Hydrolo i ................... .................... 1
Girontologie ...................................... 1

Comment se presente l'6chantillon du point de vue des carac-
t~ristiques organisationnelles ? La taille represente un aspect tris
discriminant, depuis le petit laboratoire employant un chercheur
et deux ou trois techniciens jusqu'i la grande 6quipe avec trente
chercheurs t vingt techniciens. Dans l'ensemble, la moiti6 des
laboratoires de l'6chantillon emploient entre 11 et 20 personnes;
20 %, moins de 10, et 30 %, plus de 20.

Nous avons igalement 6tudi6 la composition de l'iquipe.
Chercheurs et techniciens de tous niveaux ont 6t6 classes en huit
categories. Le tableau II indique leur ripartition en pourcentage.
Les categories les plus fr~quentes sont d'abord les techniciens
puis les personnes cumulant une fonction universitaire et hospi-
tali~re; ensuite les professeurs d'Universit6 qui font k la fois de la
recherche et de l'enseignement, suivis par les chercheurs temps
plein et les th~sards. II faut souligner que 20 % des laboratoires
sur lesquels l'enqudte a et6 menee ne disposent d'aucun chercheur
temps plin: on ne peut manquer de se demander quelles sont
les chances de succes d'equipes o i personne n'est totalement
libir6 d'autres charges et capable de se consacrer complitement
i la recherche.

Trois autres cat~gories sont rarement pr6sentes: les stagiaires
etrangers. le personnel de bureau (inexistant une fois sur deux)
et les techniciens employss a temps partiel. Lorsqu'il n'y a pas
de personnel de bureau. lh6pital dans lequel le laboratoire est
situe apporte souvent un soutien. L'6tiquette echercheurs temps
plein* correspond i des situations diverses. f1 peut s'agir de
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TAar~wx II
Cdt igories de Personnel

(friquence dans les diff~xents laboratoires)

Aucun De 1 a 5IDe a 1 10 lu

Technicians temps plain .......... 896% 151,8% 24 le1 %

Cherclieurs temnps plain ...... 20,5% 43 % 26.5% 110 17

Theaarda ..................... 40,4% 49,68Ol 7,3%7 2,6V

Stagiaires 6trangers............. 61 91 37? % 2-

fHosPitalo-UVnrversitaires, ......... 864,2 % 21,2% S % 4,6 %

EUseignanta CherCheUi's.......... 89 % 19.2 11 8,6% 3,3%
Techzicimns temps partial ........ 901.4% $,6% -

Employis do bureau at d'entatien 57 % 40,4 % 2,6 % -

Chercheurs Appartenant au C.N.R.S. et travaiflant dans; tn labo-
ratoire d'Unzversiti: 28,5 7o des laboratoires ont de 1 1 3 cher-
cheurs darn cette situation, 23 67 en ont plus do 4.

La distribution des Ages est conforme i ce qu'on pouvuit
attendre, la majorit* so situant dans 1a fourchette 30-40 ans. Un
point qui inirite d'itre relev6, c'est l'Age moyen des hospitalo-
universitaires, sensibleinent plus eleve que celui des enseignants-
cherclieurs. 11 faut noter igalement la jounesse relative des cher-
cheurs; et techniciens plain temps (23 76 ont moins do 30 ans),
fait attnibuable au d~veloppomnent do la recherche dans los annies
1960-1970.

L'anciennet6 dana le laboratoire West pas toujours; associe
A Plge. C'est, en rialit6, tine variable complexe. D'une maniere
g~nirale, les chiffres repr~isentant I'anciennet& donnent tine indi-
cation sur la niobiliti des chercheurs; inais dana la situation 6cono-
mique actuelle oza le recrutement des chercheurs est faible, F'ins-
tabilith est rare. Toutefois, si on compare 1'anciennet6 des cher-
cheurs par laboratoire, on pout admottre qu'elle re6te les atti-
tudes du directeur (qui essaye de 4, garder * son iquipe ou qui _

l'aide i se former en 6tant mobile) et igalement I'affiiation des
chercheurs A leur laboratoire. Trois types do situation peuvent itre
observkes:

1) des laboratoires a ges *dont tous los rneibres ont au
moins 5 ans d'anciennet6. Dans certains cas. le laboratoire ktant
actif depuis longtemps, tine forte proportion des chercheurs a plus
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de 10 ans d'ancienneti; dans d'autres cas (environ 1/4 de l'kchan-
tillon) los plus ancions ont entre 6 et 10 ans de prenco.

2) des iaboratoifes ajeunes *od Lous los chercheurs ont morisW
do 5 ans d'anciennet6. Cette cat~gorie reprisente 18 To de l'6chan-
tillon, presque I sur 5.A

3) dans 10 rests do l'6chantillon (un peu moin do 2/,3 des
* laboratoires), le personnol est d'a21cienneti variable : plut6t jeunes

(quelques chercheurs tres r~cents, d'autres plus anciens) ou plut6t
Wgs ('anciennet6 s'4talant do 2 i plus do 10 ams).

Avec quelle frequonce trouve-t-on des femnmes parmi los
chercheurs ? Le personnel technique est presque totalemont f~mi-

* rnim. Parmi los chercheurs, il y a plus d'hoznmes quo do femmes dans
pris do la moiti6 dos labaratoires (44,5 17) atitant dans 28,4%
des cas et plus de femnmes dans 27 % des cas. Certains directeurs;
interviewes ont d'ailleurs ouvertement adxnis qu'ils pr~firaient
los chercheurs masculins, moins souvent absents; quo leurs colle-
guos f6mnmns.

Nous avons 6galement interrog6 los directeurs do laboratoire
sur la formation universitaire do lours 6quipes. Leurs ripotses
sont rassembles stir le tableau III qui indique combien do chercheurs
de cheque categorie so trouvent dens los dlff~rents laboratoires.
Cos chiffros appellent quatre commentaires. Tout d'abord, ii faut
notor la fr~quenco des chercheurs ayant tine formation seulenient
scientifique : on les trouvo partout et en grand nombre. Douxi~kmo-
mont, los anciens &Z-ves des Grandes Ecoles. sont absents dans
88 7o des laboratoires consider~s. Troisii-mement, ii n'y a aucun
m~decin dans la mnoiti6 des laboratoires bio-m~dicaux. nI est vrai

* - qu'il s'agit, dans la plupart des cas, do laboratoires poursuivant
des recherches fondamentales sans aspect clinique; il est vrai.
egalement quo, bien souvent, le directour du laboratoire a lui-
mi~me une formation m~dicale. Quatrihmement. dans un tiers des
cas seulement, on trouve des chercheurs possedant uric double
formation, midical. et scientifique; pourtant la plupart des direc-
tours interrog~s admettent quo c'est la rneilleure formation pour
ce type de recherches.

Les directeurs interviewes ont prdcis& le type do recherche
men6 par leur laboratoire. Un sur quatre qualifie ces activit~s
do purement fondamentales, aucun n'emploie le terme aseulement
appliqu~es *; 18.5 %7 acceptent do dire quo leurs rechorches sont
plus appliques quo fondamentales. Et los autres so repartissent
entre plut~t f1ondamentale (17.2 67) aussi bien apiiqu~e quo
fondamentale (39.8 "c).
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TABLEuu III
Formation des chercheurs

(frequence dans los diff~rents laboratoires)

Formation Aucun I A5 6 A10 Plusde 10

Grandes Ecoles................898 %. 11,3% 0,7% -

Pharmacie.................... 77 % 17,8% 5,3% -

Medecine...................... 49 17 34,4%0/ 16,5% -

Facult6 de Sciences............. 16,6 % 43,7 % 30,5 % 9,3 %
Facult6 de Sciences +. Midecine 80,3 % 29 % 10,8 % -

La m6me tendance i l'autod~finition commo fondanientaliste
so retrouve dans la definition des objectifs de recherche. IUs sont
qualifis do fondamentaux (comprendre les processus biologiquos)
uno fois sur deux; oriontes vors les applications cliniques dans
35,8 % des cas, vers los problimos medicawc (13 '2 %,7) et settlement
20 %l des laboratoires difinissont lours objectils commo la mise
au point de techniques et do mat~riels originaux.

Parmi los directours do laboratoire, nombroux sont ceux qui
affirmont quo la recherche fondamontale ost plus prostigieuso et
plus s~iduisante; do co fait, los jounes chercheurs sont attires
par los laboratoires oii se fait tine rechercho fondamentale. En
outre, los directours interrogis pensent quo l'approcho fonda-
mentalo permet d'obtonir des risultats plus rapidoment.

L'opposition rochorche fondamentale, rechorche appliquke
apparait i travers los relations difficiles entre chercheurs 4c fonda-
mentaux * et a appliqus*. Los premiers considirent leur activit6
comme plus intollectuelle, plus scientifique et affichent tin certain
m~pris pour los chercheurs appliqu~s. Comme nous l'a dit tin des
directeurs interrog~s : 4 1 y a deux races: les seigneurs et les
esciaves; les premiers sont les chercheurs ( fondamontaux 0qui
61aborent des inodeles scientifiques et les seconds, los chercheurs

appliques * qui se bornent i f aire des vaccins.

Certains responsables do laboratoire nous ont dit quo leur
equipe 6tait partagee en deux groupes : chercheurs non midecins.
chercheurs midecins qui ont des responsabilitis hospitaljires, -

chaque group. ayant une forte cohesion interne. Mais d'autres
valorisent la recherche appliqu~e car elle implique plus de respon-
sabiitis quo la recherche fondamentale et elle permet de voir
les risuitats de son travail, ce qui iui donne du prix.
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II. U Ls CRITiRES DE RtUSSITE

A partfr des informations rassernblies pendant les entretiens,
U ost possible de d~flnir 6 crit~res de succis, repr6sentant les
activites des laboratoires concern~s:

1) nombre de fois oii le laboratoire a Wt cit6 par des colligues
en. riponse i la question: 4A 1'exception du v6tre, pouv'ez-vous
citor trois laboratoires do recherche que vous estimez itre los
moilleurs dans votre discipline en France ? ;0

2) nombre d'invitations i des coiloquos;
3) participation i des congris internationaux;
4) publications dans des revues internatlonales, i referees,

dana les 2 anneies precddentes;
5) 6valuation de la qualit6 des chercheurs de son laboratoire L

par 1. directeur (To do tris bons *ot ebons *chercheurs).
La citation par los pairs represent. une information into-

ressante mais qui n'est pas totalement fiable du f ait do la raret6
do certaines spkcialitdis. Par exemple, un soul laboratoire est
spicialisbo en hydrologie, un soul en g~rontologie, trois en maladies
cardia-vasculaires. Ces laboratoires ont kidernment peu de chances
d'6tre cites par leurs coll~gues, do mime sp6cialit6. Ces remarques
expliquent quo:

69,5 To des laboratoires n'ont jamais Wt cit~s;
16,6 67 ant W cit~s un. fois;
14 %7 ant W cites do 2 a 8 f ois.

Les invitations i des colloques specialises dift~rencient egale-
mont los laboratoires:

23,2 9o n'ont aucun chercheur inviti;
31,1 9o ant rocu une (ou des) invitations pour le directeur;
41,1 9o ant re~u une (ou des) invitations pour le directour et

d'autres chorcheurs;
4,6 % ant vu tous 1eurr. chercheurs invit~s au mains une fois.

La paricipation ii un Con gis int ernati onal ost friquente.
Soule une minorit6 n'a pas ce genre d'activit~s:

6,675 aucune participation aux Congr~s intornationaux;
9,9 %7 participation s'il y a financement;

40,4 ?% uno participation fr~quente;
32,5 9o participation i tour do r~lo do tous los chorcheurs;
10,617c participation do taus los chercheurs aux Congr~s dans

la sp~cialiti, du laboratoire.
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Le taux de Dublications vanie encore plus fortoment: de
0 i 30 dans les deux annees precidentes. Ce chiffre est evidem-
mont fortement ditetrmin6 par la taille dui laboratoire; toutefois. ,
il est difficile de calculer uri pourcentage (publications divisies
par nombre do chercheurs) compte tofu do la varikt6 des statuts
des chercheurs. 14 %7 ant publie de 0 a 4 articles, 28,5 c/ entre
5 et 10, 37,7 7c de 11 i 20 et 19,8 17 plus de 20. Panni les tfort
publiours *(plus do 11 articles dans los deux dernieres ann~es),
on trouve bvidemment des laboratoires do grazide taifle, mais iU y
a des exceptions interessantes, en gen~ra1 des potites 6quipes corn-
posoes do chercheurs ploin temps so consacrant A la recherche
fondamentalo.

L'ivaluation globale des chercheurs n'a pas kte donnde volon-
tiers par los directeurs. N~anmoins, ii est possible do classor leurs
r~ponses en cinq categories:
- no voulent pas r~pondre; 1'6valuation vanie dans le temps 21,2 '7
- personne ctr~s bon *; la plupart cbon w.............18 17
- quolquos-uns K tres bans*........................ 35 %
- autant do tres bons.* quo do bons*............... 11,3%7
- majorit6 do (Ares bons.*. ..................... 1457c

La premiire question qu'il faut poser si on vout utffiser ces
crit~res, c'ost l'existence de relations syst~matiques entre los diffI-
rents indices. Nous l'avons 6tudi6 d'abord pour les indices 1, 2,
3 et 4. lindice n' 5 itant ividemment d'une nature beaucoup plus
subjective. Autre difficult~i, tous ces critires (saud 10 nombre do
publications) danzzent lieu i des classifications qualitatives, ce qui
rend difficile le calcul de car-.lations. Naus avons proc~d6 do la
rnanieire suivante : los iventualit~s correspondant i chaque critire
ant 6t6 class~es du plus mauvais au. meillour, chaque kchelon rece-
vant uno note chiffr~e arbitraire et des correlations (r do Bravais-
Pearson) ant kk calculies entre ces chiffres. fl est 6vident quo
cette methode repr~sente uric simplification do la r~alit6; natam-
mont elle suppose quo los intorvallies entre los dventualit~s sant
egaux. 1N4anmoins, los r~sultats sont teflement nets qu'Us retien-
nent l'attention. En effet, toutes les corri1ations calcul6es sont
signilicatives pour p = .001 ou p = .0001 (tableau IV).

On pout donc affirmer qu'il v a une forte coh~rence entre los
quatre critires. Toutefois. ils no sont pas totalement quivalents et
ils divisent, chacun. I'Lichantifon en groupes dissembiables. Aussi,
avans-naus classe los 151 laboratoires en 5 saus-groupes, en utili-
sant deux des criteres (citations, invitations i des colloques):

Le groupo 1 (22.5 17 de l'6chantillon) comprend des Iabora-
toires cui no Sont jamais cites et jamais invit~s,
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TABLEAu IV
Co'rrilation e'ntre les quatre critires de 'r~ussire

(1) (2) (3) (4)

(1) Citation par lea pairs .... 32 12 .42* .

(2) Invitation a des coiloques .. 36* .4.

(3) Participation iL des Congris . - .33*

(4) Publications ................

p=.001
p =.0001

Le groupe 2 (18,5 % de 1'echantillon) comprend des labora-
toires qui no sont jamais citis et ofi soul le directeur est parfois
inviti;

Le groupe 3 (28,517o do l'~chantiflon) comprend des labora-
toires qui no sont jarnais cit~s et oi los chorcheurs sont parfois
invites;

Le groupe 4 (16,5 %~ do PVchantillon) cornprend des labo-
ratoires cit~s une fois, avoc diff~rentes possibilit~s d'invitations;

Le groupo 5 (15 9o do I'6chantillon) comprend dos laboratoires
cit~s 2 1 8 fois et oi directours ot chercheurs sont invites.

Cetto classification repr~sonte 6videnunont uno indication assez
grossibre do la rdussite dos laboratoires. Do maniire i verifier sa
signification, nous avons; 6tudii on detail la distribution des douxj autros criteres (publications, participations i des Congris) dans
los cinq groupos.

Le nombre do publications croit do maniieo r~guliiro du
groupo 1 au groupo 5 (figure 1). Par exomple, la categorie emoins
do 3 publications dans los 2 annees *dicroit do 23.5 -' (groupe 1)
et 21,3%0l (groupo 2) i 9,3%7 (groupe 3), 8%7 (groupo 4) et 4,7 01
(groupe 5). A l'autre extr6miti do l'd&helle, la cat~gorieo plus de
10 publications ),va do 32,3 %~ (groupo 1) a 49,3 % (groupo 2),
65,2 17 (groupe 3), 68 7% (groupe 4) ot 85,6 %o (groupe 5), (figuro 1).

Bien quo la participation awc Congr~s no soit pas un indico
qui inspire grande confiance, la mdxno tendance apparait, en part.-

p culior pour los groupos los momns bons. Ainsi, le pourcentage do
laboratoires qui participent soulemont lorsqu'ils ont un finance-
mont va do 32,3 %7 (groupe 2) i 0 (groupe 5); alors quo les labo-
ratoires envoyant tous lours chorcheurs i tour do r6le va de
14,7 % (groupo 1) i 47,6 %7 (groupe 5) on augmentant riguli~re-
mont (figure 2).
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Crasw. I <
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Fir. 1 
__Publications des diff6rernt groupes.
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ni tour a. :L

Fia. 2
Pazliciparion aux Congris des diff~rents groupes.
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Bref, nous pensons qu'il est 16gitime d'utiliser cette classifi-
cation tout en gardant ses lixites preserites i 1'esprit. Des erreurs
de classification sont possibles, du fait des 'ojais introduits par la
taille et par le domaine. Mais, dans l'ensernble, on peut consid~rer -

le groupe 5 comme supirieur au suivant et ainsi de suite. Nous 0
ailons donc pouvoir examiner la maniire dont se r~partissent dans
Les 5 groupes, Ics informations que nous possedons sur Les diff&-
rents laboratoires afin de chercher s'il existe des caract~ristiques
permettant de distinguer entre eux Les groupes de laboratoires
i forte ou it faible reussite.

III. - CARAcTERIsTrQuEs oiGANIsATiowmEILES ET STYLE DE LEADERSHIP
DANS LES CINQ GROUPES

Nous disposons maintenant de deux series de donnies : LesS
r~ponses faites pendant l'interview par Les directeurs des 151 labo-
ratoires; une classification de ces 151 laboratoires en 5 groupes,
du group. 5 (le mejIleur) au group. 1 (le moins bon). Ces donn~es
ont ki l'objet de comparaisons systimatiques, pour chacune des
informations obtenues, comparaisons dont la signification a iti
examine au moyen du test du X2. Seules Les variables permettant
de degager des diff~rences significatives seront d6crites ici.

A) Caract&istiques organisationnelles.

Il existe vraisexnblablement, entre les groupes, des diffirences
de deux ordres: 1) s! notre typologie est fond~e, on peut s'attendre
i ce que la qualit6, diverse, des laboratoires entrain. des consi-
quences sur leurs activitis : par exemple Les stagiaires itrangers,
Les thisards seront plus attires par Les nieifleurs laboratoires, de
m~rne que les chercheurs Les plus qua1.iflis; 2) d'autres variables
peuvent Wte des causes organisationnelles de la qualit6 du
travail de recherche. On peut, par exemple, s'attendre 1 trouver
dans le groupe 5 un plus fort pourcentage de laboratoires de
grande taifle, de laboratoires bien iquipis en techniciens, etc.
Des liaisons de ce genre ne seraient pas des faiblesses de la typo-
logic. Mais il faut virifier leur existence; autrement les 6ventuedles
relations entre le style d'encadrement et la qualit6 de la recher-
che pourraient dtre confonducs avec des relations existant entre
style d'encadrcment et taille. Supposons, par exemple, qu'un
fort pourcentage des laboratoires du groupe 5 soit de taifle ilev~e.
Dans ce cas, Ui sera difficile de savoir si le climat social. ou le
leadership, caractiristique des laboratoires du group. 5 est une
consiquence de leur taille ou une cause de leur succes.
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Diffitences attenidues eiitre s cinq groupes.

Quand tine equip. de recherche voit ses travaux couronnes
de succis, ols est en ineilleurs position pour am6liorer ses moyens
financiers et en personnel. notamment en cherchant ls soutien de
plusieurs organisatlons. De f ait, lorsque l'on compare 1'ensemble
des laboratoires appartenant aux groupes 1, 2 et 3 1 cciii des
groupos 4 et 5, on trouve beaucoup plus souvent des chercheurs
appartenant a plusleurs organisations dans le second cas: sur lea
78 laboratoires ayant des chercheurs i double affiliation, 32 (41 %
appartlennent aux groupes 4 et 5; sur les 73 laboratoires n'ayant
pa de chercheurs iL double affiliation, seuloinent 14 (19 %o) appar-
tiennent aux groupes 4 et 5 (e2 = 12,67; significatil pour p = .001).

Lea ineilleurs laboratoixes attirent-ils plus souvent des sta-
giaires 6trangers ? Cela parait 6vident, mime s'il faut considirer
los chiffrcs avec pricaution, car l~e nombre de stagiaires prisents
peut varier considirablement d'une annie i l'autre. Cependant,
ii faut rioter que seulement 12 % des laboratoires du group. 1 ont
au moins tin visiteur etranger, et ls chiffre s'6live progressivement
jusqu'au groups 5 oai 67 17 des laboratoires ant des stagiafres
d'aiitros pays.

Caroactiitiques organisatiolinelles diff~renciant les cinq
groupes. A

Des difirences appreciables sont observies sur quafre points:
1) Affiliation institutionne lie. Les laboratoires uniquement

uiiiversitaires sont parmi les moins perforinants: sur los 44 labo-
ratoires dana ce cas, 22 appartiennont au groups 1 (50 17), alora
que c'est ls caa de 12 seulenient pour les 107 aufrea laboratoires -
(X2 =28,88; signihicatif pour p = .001). Par contre, los laboratoires
INSERM sont frequemment bien classis: 27 sur 61 (4417a) appar-
tiennent aux groupes 4 ou 5 &x = 9,20; p = .01). La rdpartition des
laboratoires de I'Institut Pasteur eat identique i cells de 1'6chan-
tillon.

2) Type de recherche. Nous avons vu quo 1/4 des inter-
viewes decrivent leur recherche camme exciusivemont fonda-
mentale; la moitii des laboratoires du groups 5 appartient i
cette catigorie (%2 = 86,0 %; p = .0001). Toutefois, ce risultat
mdriterait tins enquite plus ditaillie concernant ce que lea direc-
tours ds laboratoire entendent par -Kfondamentale*. Dans plu-
sisurs cas, en effet, il s'aglt do laboratoires implantis dana un * -

h6pital et dont lea activitis ant certainement tin aspect clinique.

3) Taille. Sur cc point, los differences sont nettes. Sur los
31 plus petits laboratoires (mains do 10 personnes), 19 appartien-
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nent aux groupes 1 ou 2 Q~ 12,46; p = .001). Inversement, dans
l. group. 5, le nornbre des grands laboratoires (21 i 30 personnes)
est 61evi : 7 su~r 26 (21 7c) contre 11 % (14/125) pour le reste de
l'6chantillon (X2 = 4,44; p = .05). La taille est donc associ~e au3 succ~s; inais elle peut en itre aussi bien une des causes que la cons&-
quence. En outre, cette relation soulfre des exceptions impor-
tantes: dans le groupe 3, par exemple, la inoiti6 des laboratoires,
et dans le group. 4,40 %, sont dans la tranche 11-20 personnes.

4) Composition du laboratoire. Dans, le domaine bio-m6dical,
les techniciens jouent un r6le capital parc. que beaucoup d-*ex.pe-
riences impliquent des tiches de routine. U ne faut donc pas
s'itonner Si parmi les 13 laboratoires qui ae disposent d'aucun
technicien plecm temps, 7 appartiennent au groupe 1 (X2 = 8,0;
p =.01). Inversement, la moitii des laboratoires qui ont 10 tech-
niciens; ou plus, appartiennent aux groupes 4 et 5.

Deux autres observations sont plus inattendues, la premiere
concerne la presence des chercheurs temnps plein qui semble bien
6tre iine cause (ou une consiquence ?) de la r~ussite. Le tableau V
montre en effet que la presence et le nombre de chercheurs
temps plein est egalement associ6 i la r~ussite. Dans les 31 labo-
ratoires oii il n'y en a aucun, 19 (61 %) appartiennent au group. 1;0
i 1'oppos6 dans les laboratoires oii Ai y a plus de 6 chercheurs temps
plecn, 17 (31 7o) appartiennent au group. -a (X ' = 33,61 dans 1e
premier cas, e~ =11,77 dans le second cas, ics X2 6tant signifficatifs
pour p = .001). Par ailleurs, la repartition des laboratoires dans
les groupes est fortement associee au nombre d'enseignants-cher-
cheurs; qui s'y trouvent (X2 = 19,50; p = .001). Ces diffdrents0
chiffres font penser que la recherche faite i temps partiel atteint
rarenient une haute qualit. Cette id~e est d'aifleurs partagee
par la plupart de nos interviewis qui ont souvent affirme' que
seuls ceux en position de consacrer toute leur 6nergie i la recher-
che peuvent obtenir de tr~s bons r~sultats. tin des prob[imes qui
se pose alors concern. la n~cessit6, rnentionn~e par certains, de
garder le contact avec la clinique pour faire de la recherche midi-
cal.. Pourrait-on dire que la situation optimale serait cell. de
chercheurs plecm temps, ayant, dans le passd, consacr6 un certain
nombre d'ann~es i une activitd clinique ? Des recherches plus
minutieuses pourraient con1irner cette hypoth~se; notons toute-
fois ici que la moitid seulement des laboratoires 6tudi~s dispose
au moins d'un chercheur docteur en znidecine. et ils sont plus
nombreux i faire partie des groupes 4 et 5 (63 %'; X 2 = 3,84;
p = .05). Mime si ces, chiffres ne sont pas tris dimonstratifs, le
problime de la r~partition du temps des chercheurs bio-midicaux
entre l'enseignement, les activit~s cliniques et la recherche est
dvidemment capital. La sur-specialisation est d'ailleurs critiquke

111-17



RZCEZRCHZ UIQ0-MtDICALE 217

par tous nos interviewes qui formulent la question en ces termes:
comment conserver tine vision realiste des problimes m~dicaux
et, dans le mime temps, 6tre capable de prendre du recul pour
avoir tine perspective gendrale stir la recherche scientifique.

TABrJuu V
Nombre de chercheurs plein temips

Aucun I1 5 8 etplus

Groupe 5...... - a % 31%
Groupe 4 .... 7% 17 % I 23,5 %
Groupe 3 ... 13 % 38 % 25,5 %
Groupe 2 19 % 17 % 18 %
GroupelI... 61 % 2% 2 %

I100 % 31 100O% 65 100 % 55

Au total, que peut-on retenir de l'exarnen des conditions
organisationnelles caract~risant les cinq groupes ? En premier lieu,
la typologie que nous avons 61abor~e est confort6e par ces resul-
tats : si les laboratoires des deux c meifleurs *groupes attirent plus
les 6trangers, ont plus souvent des chercheurs i double affilia-
tion, ont plus do personnel et font plus souvent partie de 1'INSERM
(oi les proc~dures d'6valuation des r~sultats sont explicites et
institutionnalisies) que de l'niversit6 (oai la survie d'un labora-
tofre no depend pas do processus d'6valuation institutionnalis6),
c'ost que la classification est adequate, le succis appelant le
succes et favorisant 'attribution de nouveaux moyens. Par contre,
doux observations soul~vent des problimes que des rechorches
ultdrieures dovraient examiner de plus pris : .

-la taillo du laboratoire si elle pout itre tin signe do succis
n'est en aucune maniiro tine condition sine qua non do la r~ussite.
Dens co cas, quelle est la tailie optimale pour qu'un laboratoire
resto 6minont ?

le c pleL±* temps sernble favoriser tine recherche de haute
qualit6. Dens ce cas, comment concilier cette exigence avec l'ex-
p~rience ciinique et/oti les charges de gostion ?

B) Style de lead ershi p.

Los entretiens ont permis de recueilflr des informations stir
doux th~mos:

1) los attitudes des. directeurs envors leurs subordonn~s,
2) los relations sociales i l'int~rieur du laboratoire.
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Comme pr~cidemment, rious no ddcrirons ci-dessous que les
ionnees qui dift~rencient entre eux los cinq groupes.

Attitudes envers les subordann~is.

Les interviewes ont ivalu6 leur style d'encadremerit en choi-
sissant entro trois r6ponses:

- ties libira1....... (60 % des r~ponses)
- libhral ........... (33%)
- et strict .......... (7 %)
Le pourcentage de style jugi e tres libira1 diminue progres-

sivement depuis les laboratoires du groupe 1 (76,5 %l des cas)
jusqu'aux laboratoires des groupos 4 et 5 (47,6 %). La teridance est ,

* nette mais la diff~rence est juste significative (X2 = 5,35; p = .05).

Le tableau est le in~me pour la question concernant le contr6le-
du travail des chercheurs; aous avoris demand6 aux directeurs 6
de laboratoire quels rapports, Us exigeaient de leurs chercheurs,
en dehors des rapports obligatoires demand6s par les differents
organismes de soutien. Leurs r~ponses se ripartissent en quatre -

categories: rapports ecrits reguliers (1 %7); rapports oraux soule-
mont (30 7o); rapports officiels seulement (22 To); aucun rapport: _

le travail est v~rift a sur le tas -*(38 7o). Rapports oraux ou 6crits
sont l~girement plus frequents dans los groupes 3, 4 et 5 (47 %l
des cas) quo dans los groupes I et 2 (29 7v des cas; X2 =5,9; p =.02).

Relations sociales.

Trois questions donnorit des r~ponses qid so r~partissent doe
maniere diff~rente dans los cinq groupes de laboratoire. En outre,
los differences observ~es sont coherentes entre elies et montrent
quo los rdsultats du laboratoire sont meilleurs lorsque los relations
sociales entre le directeur et los chercheurs sent plackes sous, le
signe de la confiance mutuelle.

Le premier point concerne la maniire dont los technicions sont-
Umpliqu~s dans la presentation des rdsultats publi~s. Le tableau VI
indique par group. la ripartition des diff~rentes 6ventualit~s qui
va de c co-signent souvent *(18,7o) i no signent jamais #(44 /%)
en passant par tsont remercids en note *(5 %) et aco-signont lors-
quo leur contribution est scientifique -v(33 %). Mais cotto r~parti-
tion varie beaucoup selon los groupes (cf. tableau VI) : 73,5 %f ne- _

signent jamais dans le groupe 1; 14.3 To dans le group. 5 (X2 = 16.0;
p = .001). La s~curit6 et la carrie des techniciens no sont pas
tributaires des publications mais on pout imaginer quo lour imnpli-
cation et lour motivation sont plus fortes quand leur contribution
est rendue visible.
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TABLEAu VI
Contribution des technici ens au.x publications

signent Seulement si Sont iNo sinn
souvent contribution remereAw :

scientidque en note

Groupe 5 14,3% 82 % 9,4% 14,3 %

Groupe 4 28 % 20 % 12 % I 40 %

Group. 3 20,9% 4,%32,6%

Group. 2 14,4% 32 % 3,0% 50 %

Group. 1 12 % 14,5% - 73,5%

La pratique des reunions est tris varie selon les; laboratoires.
Il est rare qu'il n'y ait caucune reunion * (8,6 %7); les rdunions
hebdomadaires sont souvent observies; (34,417%); des riunions
moins fr~quentes (toutes les deux semamnos, tous les rnois, un mois
sur doux, de maniere irriguli~re) sont la rigle pour un laboratoire
sur deux. Mais l'existence de r6unions hebdomadaires, i jour fixe,
reprisente visiblement un atout puisqu'on les observe dans la .
moltii des cas pour les groupos 4 et 5; alors que l'absence totale
de riunion est un handicap (aucun cas pour los groupes; 4 et 5).

Les relations entre Los chercheurs et le directour ont 6galement
k6 consid~ries du point de vue du dialogue ontre chaque cher-
cheur et son patron. Discutent-ils leurs problimes; de carri~re ?
Tris souvent (moiti6 des r~ponsces). Queiquefois (seconde moiti6).
Ici encore, on observe une tendance en faveur des meilleurs; labo-
ratoires (groupes 4 et 5) qui atteint la signification (X2 = 2,8;
p = .01). Discutent-ils les probL~mes personnels des chercheurs ?
Souvent (45 7o); quand on leur demande (28 %); rarement ou
j amais (27 %7). La difference entre les groupes va dana le mime-
sons quo pricidemnment mais sans; itre significative. 11 faut noter
sur ce point qu'une certaine intimit6 a plus de chances do so
d~velopper dans les petites 6quipes et, 6galement, signaler que les
directeurs qui ont une formation m6dicale voient plus souvent
leurs chercheurs soumnettre des problimes personnels, s'adressant
dans ce cas autant au m~decin qu'au patron, r6ie double quo los
directeurs acceptent visiblement do jouer. .

A ce point do la recherche, pLusiours; conclusions se digagent.
En ce qui concerne le difficile problime do 1'6Laboration des cri-
tires de succis, los obstacles n'ont pas paru insurmornables du fait
do 'homog~n~it6 des dil~irents criteres entre eux. Do plus, la classi-
fication en 5 groupes no semble pas biais~e par rapport aux carac-
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t6ristiques organisationnelles les plus importantes. La soule varia-
ble qu'Il faut garder presente a Uesprit concemne la grande taille
des meilleurs laboratoiros, i la fais cause possible et consequence
vraisemblable de leur r~ussite.

Los diffirences observes entre les 3 groupes concernent 4 as-
pects principaux:

1) 1e type de recherche et les objectifs sont plus souvent
d~crits comme fondsimentaux dans les meilleurs laboratoires;

2) les laboratoires oCL Voan trouve des ensoignants-chercheurs
ne sont jamais parmi los meilleurs; les laboratoires oix se trouvent
des chercheuzs plein temps ant de plus fortes chances d'appartonir
aux deux meilleurs groupes;

3) los laboratoires los meilleurs sont encadr~s par des direc-
tours mod6r~ment libdraux et qui contr6lent de mani~re forme lie
le travail de leurs chercheurs;

4) les laboratoires los meifleurs sont caracteris~s par un climat
participatit: plus de reunions, des techniciens plus impliqu~s dans
los r~sultats, plus do relations personnefles entre los cherchours-
et lours patrons.

Los deux dornieres conclusions font dvidemment penser aur -

th~ories classiques do l'encadrement, qui montrent quo la coexis-
tence do la c onsidiration * et de la estructure *repr~sentent lo
typo do leadership le plus efIdcace. Los donndos quo nous avons -*

obtonues j usqu'ici introduisent une dimension suppl~rnentaire:
la participation aux decisions. En outre, elles no nous donnent
aucune indication sur los relations entre ces diff~rentes variables
(encadroment lib6ral, contr6le formel. participation). Pour faire
progresser la rechercho sur ce problime, il faudrait 6tudier do
mani~ro plus precist I'aggencement relatif des diff~rentes variables
et r~pondre i des questions comme : La cstructure *et !a c onsi-
d~ration *repr~sentent-elles deux typos do comportemont ind6-
pendants, doux options possiblos dans 'animation d'un laboratoire I
Ou, comme cola a 6t d~montrd dans l'entreprise. renforcent-elles
leurs effets positifs ? La taille des laboratoires reprdsente-t-elle
une variable moderatrice importanto ? Le thime do recherche et
notammont lo caract~re plus ou mains fondamental ou plus ou
mains appliqu6 irnoose-t-il un mode d'encadrement specifique?
Ce sont li des questions quo nous allons aborder avec des m~thodes
statistiques plus sophistiqu~es.
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IV. -STYLES DE LFADEP.SEP LPT VARWALES DF srTuATioN:
RESULTATS DX L'ANALYSE DE CORREPONDANCr

Les r~sultats quo nous venons de prisenter sont de simples
comparaisons des -a groupos entro eux. Pour aller plus loin et
cherchor s'il existe des associations entre variables permettant de
proposer tin mod~le de contingence (style de leadership/variables0
organisationnelles,'r6ussite dans la recherche), nous avons proc~d6
ain analyse do correspondance par la in~thode do Bz~icRx

Cette analyse a port6 stir tine serie do 40 variables repr~sentant
los descriptions du style do leadership (liste reproduite en
Annexe III avec los sigles utilises sur la representation graphique).
Les 4 premiers axes expliquant au total 31 To do l'inertie ant k6S
retenus et seront decrits ci-dessous. Ensuite, 21 variables addition-
nelles ant 6t& projet&es sur les 4 axes : les 17 dornaines do recherche
et la taille des laboratoires repr~sent~e par tin regroupement en
4 categories. Enfin, los 151 laboratoires ant ki egalement projetis
en tant quo variables additionnelles, chaque laboratoire 6tant iden-
tifi6 par son numero do code et par un chiff-re repr~sentant le0
group. auquel il appartient du point do vue qualit6 do la recherche.

A) Description des quat.re axes:............

Le tableau VII donne le d6tail des variables avec l'indication
de leurs contributions.

T~ABLEw VII
Contributions des variables sur quatre axes

Axe 1. - Participation et structure

Va7-ables ?Ole positif P61e zi~gatif

Toutes les
Riunions ..................... Aucune 98 semaines 102

Rapports
Evaluation du travail ........... 4ucune 59 oraux 118
Reurions bibliographiques ....... Aucune 35 Oui 37
Gestion...................... Tris liberale 40 ?lut6t 1ib~xale 60

Limit~e aux
chercheurs

.- utonomie ......... .............. con&.rrns 61

1. La corit.,bution represente une corrdiation entre 1'axe et la variable.
exprmiee en 1, 1000.
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Axe 2. - t Consid6ration j.

Variables P61e positif pole n6gatif

-Le responsable do laboratoireI Lorsque les
discute, avec sos choircheurs do' chercheurs; lo
leurs problinmes porsonnels .. Souvont 108 domandont '79

-Le rosponsable de laboratowoe
discute avec sos chorcheurs de
lours problomoes de carriro. Trks souvent 751 Quelquefois 106

La satisfaction 116. i la re'pu-
tation, du laboratoire ....... Non 45j

- L'autonomio des cherchurs- Tres contr6le 86
- La gostion du laboratoire -plut6t

contr~lie 51
-La signature des toctniciens -JAMAis 43

Axe 3. - t Formalisme, P

Variables P61. poi 1 P61e nogatif

- Runions................ Aucune 431 Tous los mois 47
I Tous los 15

- Reunions bibliographius. Aucuno 67 joins 64-
- Le responsablo do laboatiroI

discute avoC 3s cherchours do
loins problianes personnels .. souvent 44 Raremont 156

TTneo i los
objectifs

- L'autonoii des cherchurs.- j d6finis 114-

- Rapport de recherche .... Officieoh 53
- Conp~itin..............- jEllo n'ost pas
. Copittion.............un stimulant 33

Axe 4. - Comitition entre chorchoursv

Varilables I P61. positif I P6Ie n6gatif
INe procure

Procure do la pas do satis-
-Riputation dui laboratoire *.Isatisfaction 48 faction 83

'-at unI
Istimnulant

-La competition i I'int6rieur lorsqu'oelo eat 10N'est pas un
dui laboratoire ............. mod6r6e 10 simulant 117

Il yen aet ce
W'est paa

-Los chorcheurs solitamres .... g~nant 1121
-L'autonommoi des cherchours . . Totalo 44 -

-Le responsable do laboratoire
discute avec ses cherclheurs de
leurs nrobl~mes de carrnire .. Non 51 -

-La gestion du laboratoire ... Plut6t lib&rale 43
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L'axe 1 a 6t nonm6 Participation et Contr6le car Ui groupe
sur chaque p6le des variables repr~sentant la participation des
membres du laboratoire au travail accompli et des variables indi-
quant le degr6 de contr~le du travail. Il faut noter que ces variables0
sont sym~triquement oppos~es aux dciii extr~mitis.

L'axe 2, 4Consid~ration *, prisente igalement un groupe de
variables r6parties de mani~re svm~trique aux deux extr~mit~s de
l'axe: tin c6t6 caracterise par des contacts fr~quents entre les
chercheurs et leur directeur et 1'autre, des contacts rares et tine
faible association des techniciens aux r~sultats du travail.

L'axe 3 est plus difficile i d~chiffrer; les contributions sont
surtout 6levees su~r l'axe negatif et concernent des variables d~pei-
gnant tin climat empreint de formalisme: reunions rares, rapports
officiels, autonomie des chercheurs, une fois leurs objectifs diflnis;
l'autre extr~miti de 'axe 6tant caract~ris~e par 1'existence de
contacts inforrnels (concernant les problimes personnels) et l'ab-
sence de reunions i visee professionnelle. Cest pourquoi nous avons
intitui~ cet axe a Formalisme.

L'axe 4 rassemble des variables qui mettent l'accent stir la
compkition entre chercheurs et entre laboratoires et qui d~flnissent
tin climat favorisant l'autononmie, voire le travail solitaire, par
opposition i un refus de la compiftition cornie stimulant.

Ces quatre axes permettent donc une d~flnition nuanc~e du
style de leadership des directeurs de laboratoire. Avant d'examiner
la relation entre la qualitd de la recherche (represent&e par le clas--
sement des laboratoires en 5 groupes) et les dimensions d~finies par
ces axes, 11 est important de decrire la relation entre les axes d'une
part et les variables c anatomiques sd'autre part.

B) Variables additionnelles.
La projection des variables additionneiles 6claire beaucoup la

description d~ji obtenue i l'aide des 4 axes et ensuite les plans
d~Iinis par une paire d'axes. Pour la clarti de 1'expos6, nous
considirons d'abord Les axes isol~s en indiquant les variables addi-
tionneiles qui se pr6sentent stir les graphes avec un pattern
r6guller.

Axe 1.

La taifle est rdpartie de maniire riguliire le long de 1'axc 1.
les Laboratoires groupis dans la catdgorie ctaille I *(moins de
10 chercheurs et tecnniciens) itant caractdrisis par l'absence de
participation et de contr6le et ceux de taille 3 et 4 (plus de 20 cher-
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cheurs et techniciens) ayant plus souvent tin style de leadership
caract~risi par la participation et la structure. Mdme si la relation
est claire, elle n'est pas totale : on observe des petits laboratoires
qui sont dirigis de mani~re non Iibirale et avec une participation
organis~e. Rappelons que parmi les 31 petits laboratoires (momnsp de 10 personnes) 19 appartiennent aux categories les mains produc.
tives (groupe 1 et 2) et que, i l'oppasi, dans le meilleur groupe (5).
il y a tine forte proportion de tris grands laboratoires, sans que
cette relation succ~s/taille soit r~guflire.

Certains domratnes se groupent egalement de maniere regu-
lire le long de 1'axe 1, en suivant la configuration suivante (le
chiffre entre parenth~se rappelle le nombre de laboratoires
concern6s).
Participation Pas de participation
et contr~le ni de corntr61e

0 2

Si~~ ~ ~ on exmn am'ir otsoronn dsilnsd

rehrce on. -eu pesrqectaeopsedsrcece e

tiemn emiius prniaeetfn0ssrIaayed a
cliiqesi es ecer' e de naur plu -odmetl. o

sur ~ 3 ='lbrto de -oie btat.Preepe amdcn

16ga- anays des cas prici etiaoe ati ecs

ensemble~ dec'3sane;e e i3) aphraooie ulf~

Si dn exainge la maiede don~e s'rdnnetles discplies de .

reherche, o eut plae qu-cie cent axes oppsees r e hrchsea
ati e etmperiqule prnipaement foes surde 'anayse daecs.

lades ayedevs cua res et bab atirilges diten cet casun.-

deux reherce applique ples dxasectus elarato emirs ex-

thesn chirurgicles. l'stat ev etrei& env st iet ue

I'h~atoogi. 11b-hmesn2e5t~e i dshpt~e
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Axe 2.

11 n'y a pas sur 1'axe 2, de position priviligi~e des labora-
toires en fonction de la. taille; mais los dornaines sont, ici encore,
ordonn6s de la maniibre suivante: -

Phs de
consd~raionConsid6ration

U- vaial ren copt de I& poito decsl tir

la 2.ll du laoaor.Dn e icpie aatrsel'aru
fot osdiaind la par des -ieter de laoar (la

die cri-vaclars gC7iuhmtlgibocii)o

trouve~~~~~ -ngadnmr ececer ep li 7e oen
pou le 32lbrtie onens aspud'aegat-h

chechur et detiad 3e. nmoenrsetvmn

Unse aablerdopedoapsitio do cescersd laboratoire n rst

ceen r octont 'x plu coquns. Drao ces cal rprte ntrde
direperne en diferntesrl catoi ti depenet dor
!a tamqee ds orat Dans ls discns, aat ise par une
fore onaidti4o dor ea opartides drecersdo laoratire (emala-

pur o3 laboratoire s cr~)mi e 'negat-hr
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Axes I et 2.
Rappelons que les 151 laboratoires ant 6t projetis, comme____

variables additionnelles, sur le plan ditermini par les axes 1 et 2.
En outre, sur les graphes, chaque laboratoire apparait avec des
informations permettant de l'identifter. De ce fasit, il est possible
de chercher si les organisations de rattachement jouent un rile sur
1e style de leadership adoptei par los directeurs de laboratoire. Si
c'6tait le cas, an devrait voir les laboratoires appartenant aux
mitmes organismes so grouper sur tefle ou tell. partie du graph.,
et on pourrait virifler ensuite la liaison observie, de manikre
quantitative, par 1'6tude des indices de contribution. Do ce point de
vue, los r6sultats sont nets: Aucun groupoment coherent n'appa-
rait, ni en fonction do l'axe I (participation et structure), ni en
fonction de l'axe 2 (consid6ration). Co fait infirme une de nos
hypothises do dipart, i savoir l'existence d'un typo do manage-
mont au niveau du laboratoire, qui sorait li (et explicable par)
los contraintes do l'organisme auquel le laboratoire so trouve ratta-
chi; et ceci maigre les fortos diffrences qui existent entre
l'flSERM, lnstitut Pasteur et l'Universiti. Cette absence do liaison
prend encore plus do relief lorsqu'on la compare aux relations
observees entro le style d'encadrement d'une part, la taille du labo-
rutoire et le domain. do recherches d'autre part.

C) Niveau de rdussite et position~ des Iaboratoires par rapport aisz
diffirents axes.

Il est ividemmen possible do situer los laboratoires apparte-
riant respectivement aux groupes 1. 2, 3, 4 et 5 (des plus mauvais 2
aux moilleurs) sur los plans difnis par des paires d'axes. Le soul
regroupoment significatif apparait pour los axes 1 et 2. En ce qui
concerne l. formalism. et la compitition entre los chercheurs, nos
resultats no font apparaitre aucune liaison significative avec la
qualti des resultats, ce qui etait diji le cas pour l'itude des
croisements entre variables.

Par contre, le r61e do la considiration et celui do la participa-
tion et structure comme diterminants do la reussite des labora-
toires est di manifesto lorsqu'on procide i un simple tri crolsi
des variables concernees. L'itude des axes I et 2 confirm. cotte
donnie ginrale avec des nuances et des informations sur le r6le
respectif des deux dimensions. La figure 3 represent. los axes
1 ot 2, avec indication do leurs p6les; pour plus do clartt souls Los
groupes (1, 2. 3. 4 ou 5) auxquels appartient chaque laborataire du
point do vue do la qualit6 do sos rocherches ont 6i indiques.

Deux observations peuvent 6tre f sites si IVon oxamino la
figure 3: d'une part Los Isborataires avant de bons risuitats (wc 4 v
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et t 3 ont nettement plus nombreux au p61. participation de
1'axe 1. D'autre part, le second axe ne joue que par rapport au
premier: lorsqu'Il y a peu de participation et de structure, ['ab-
sence de considiration represent. tine circonstazice aggravante.

Ces donnees graphiques sont confirmees par les chiffres: la
contributioni moyenne des laboratoires du group. 5 (les meilleurs
resultats) est de 199 pour le p61. positif de 1'axe et cette moyenne
diminue r6gulirement en fonction du groupe jusqu'au groupe 1
(127). A noter une exception marquante, un laboratoire du group. 2
qui a une contribution de 486; ce laboratoire fonctionne avec tine
tris forte participation et un tr~s fort contr6le de la part du direc-
tour. Son domamne, tout i f ait original. fait penser que notre
m~thode d'attribution des criteres l'a sous-6valui.

Ces resultats sont confirzn~s par 1.: contributions mnoyennes
au p6le negatif de 1'axe (pas de participation ni de structure) qui
vont de 259 (groupe 1) a 125 (group. 5). Uzie exception notable,
ici encore; un laboratoire class6 4I et caract~ris6 par une faible
participation (pas de riunion) et une falble structure: le directeur
qui occupe egalement d'importantes fonctions hospitaires d~li-
gue, en realite, son autoriti a des 4t responsabies d'iquipes * qui
se chargent du contr6le et de la participation.

En ce qui concemne l'a.-e 2, la prisence de econsideration,
n'est pas tine condition de riussite : les contributions moyennes des
laboratoires sur le p6le positif varient peu et surtout de maniire
irreguli~xe pour les diff6rents groupes. Par contre, ['absence de
considfiration (p6le nigatif de ['axe 2) diff~rencie fortement les
laboratoires (moyenne des contributions allant riguliirement de
21 pour 1e group. 5, i 112 pour Ie group. 1).

CONCLUSION

Au total, nous avons observe trois types de relations, qui
semblent idependantes les tines des autres:

En premier lieu, l'organisme de rattachement ditermine la
qualit6 du laboratoire. Cette liaison est renforc~e par le fait que
nous avons choisi de classer aINSERM *les laboratoires ayant
egalement une affiliation universitaire. fln'en demneure pas moins
quo plus les systemes de corttr6le sont formaliseis. et les ivaluations
fr~quentes, plus la qualite des laboratoires est ilevde.

En second lieu, il existe une relation entre la tail.e. 1e domaine
(done le processus heuristique) et le style employ6 par le directeur
du laboratoire. Tout se passe comme si les contraintes dues au
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nAombre do chorcheurs, i I& diversite do leurs statuts et de leurs
formations, i la nature de la recherche entrainaient los directeurs
de laboratoire i adopter plus souvent tel ou tel style de leadership.

Troisikme relation: style (participation, structure, consid6ra-
* tiozn) ot reusuite dui laboratoire. On a vui en effet que lea laboratoires

appartenant awc groiapes do tite sont plus souvent caracterisis par
la participation associee a la structure et que V'absence de consid6-
ration pour los cherchours, tolkrable lorsqu'il y a 41participation et
structure a, entraine l'lnsucces lorsqu'elle eat associe i une foible
a participation et structure s.

Ces conclusions peuvont itre representees par le diagraznme
ci-dessous:

Organisme do rattachoment
diverSiti des statuts

du Personnel

d edo riecaotcu

style do leadershi; qualitfidsr6 utt

En d'autros termes, lea laboratoires les plus petits, coux dont
le personnel est le moins permanent et ceux qui sont spicialisim
dams un domnaine de recherche elinique et empirique tendent i
adopter un style qui, par ailleurs, semble 6tre peu favorable a la
qualite des rduLtats.

Mais 11 faut inster stir ce point: il n'y a pas de liaison sys-
timatique entre los conditions erganisationnefles (diversite des
statuts dui pononnel, taille du laboratoiro, domain. de recherche)
et la qualt6 des risultats. Ul no s'agit donc pas ici d'un schima de
corttingence oit differents styles de leadership sont efficaces scion les
caracteristiques organisatiozinelles (commne dans le modie. de
FnZDLhR), mais d'une double liaison, agissant de maniere parallile:

t les caractfiristiques du laboratoire ditermmnant un style d'encadre-
mont et les conduites d'eneadrement ddterminant la qualiti des
rduultats obtns par le laboratoir.
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Cruide d'etretien

-Difinitiozi du domaine de rechierche. Quelles sont les puincipaleS acti-
vfis do votre laboratoire? (type d'activite. processus houuistiques).

-Votre laaoire est-il rattache admiastrativzrent i uin organMae
privi ou public autre qu'universitaire ?

- Effectif total do vtro laboratoire ' PIC= temps
a temps partial.

- aipartition hommos/feMmes.
- Anciennot* do votre personnel:, (- do deux ans, + do dix ami).
- Age des personnes qui travaillent dana votre laboratoire:

- plut6t ;eunes,
- d'Ige moyen,
- plutat Agees,

- Y a-t-il une difference d'Age qui correspond aux diffeent.. catigories
do personnel qul constituent votre laboratie ?

- Composition du laboratoire: combien y a-t-il actuollement, do:
- techniciens ?
- chorcheurs A plein temtps ?
- eziseignants chercheurs ?
- fitudiants on this.?
- autro catigorio?

- Y a-t-l des chercheurs qul dependent do plusieurs orgunusmes ?
Si owr coben' ?

- Amo-vous dams votre laborataire des spicialistes, do disciplines diBffo
rontes; de la v6tre ?
Si Mi. laquelle ?

- fliterininez I& participation do vos charcheurs aux dl4Yrentes -An'-
festations scientifiques.

- IEst-ce quo taus ou seulement queiques-uns de vos cnorchours sont
invites A des colloques A l'itrangor ? en France?

rigullirement,
pas souvent.

- Combien do vos, cherchours participent a un congris international ?
Tons ou quelques-uns?
A taus les congris qui concornent votre spicialiti?

- Combien de vos chorcheurs participent A un conrirs national ?
Taus ou quoslques-uns?
A tous los congrks qui concernent votre spiaLiti ?

- Dens les doux deroibres anntes, combion do communications lors
S do congris ant et* faites par votre laboratoire ?

- - auckmes
-plus do dnqL,
-plus do dix.

- Dana Los deux derairos annes, combien do publications ant it6 faites
par votre laboratoire ?

-rapports roneotis,
-livues,

-articles pubics dana dos revues itrangires,

L
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-articles Publies dama des revues fraqaiaos,
-participation i des ouvragea collectits,

-Parm Los Publications qui sont faitos par votre laboratoire, combian
sa sen uninquoment par l. responsable de recherche?
Comb4on 30nt CO-signMs'

-Comblon do temps en moyenne um chercheur do votre laboratoare

- entre daux at .lz ans.
- plus do six an..

- tmaite-vous des riamlons de laboratalre?h - Quel out lo but de ces r6unions ?
- Wnormer sut le plan adinxtatf
- inforzoer star Ispa t iniqe

.- choisir des orientations do recherchas,
- ufeter des or"*ta

indispenhabls?Irne-os haaie dovsie)

Si ous, louw prisence conutitue-t-eile tan obstacle i Ia rdcii6d
t'~quipe ?

-L'image do marque de votre Maoratotre constltue-g-eile pour Wee char-
cheurs qul y travallent

- uxi tacteur de satisfaction important,
- unA facteur d'lnsatiaf action,
- rAn &idmt neutre.

?a lerm chderchours qui travaillent dama votre laboratoire, quail*
proportion considdew-vous comme

-trim boas cherchours,
-bons cberebeurs.

-A 1oxception dui rtre, pouvez-vous citer tmwi laboratoireg do recherche
qua vow atiniez lee mnoileurs dana votro updcalt* on Frnce?

-1 ...............................................
-2 ................................................

-3 ................................................
-Scion vous, la concauivice Oltwre scboacheurs out-tile

- un stimulant pour l'6quive ?
- ne souarce d'Inqul~tudo au. zuveu individual ?

- ftneu-vous qull y alt une cortain* soldaritdl entre vos chorcexs ?
- au. niveau des condon do travail,
- au. nivoau du diveloppement sciontifique.

- L'appertonac & un orsaniao dit do prestige (universit6 par example)
pout-tile Ore Pour les cherchours qui on dipendont

- 'an factour do satisfaction important ?
- un factour do satiation Ma important ?

- un factour d'insatisfaction'
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-Comment didnism-zvous lortaiaation dui travail dans votre labo-

libtotre?
a= Ubr

-autre.

- QueUes sont sus caractiristiques esmetieies ?
- horaires Libres,
- autonande dans le travail,
- exigenc do rapo rtatets ou orawc,
- counpt. rendu d'atvitis en cours.

* ~- En tant qu* patron. discutez-vous avec voa obercheurs do leurs pro-

-trio souvent,

- .amahs.
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.Amnu= 2
* . - Rubriques de 1'analyse de con? enis

I. - Efficaciti de la rechaerchec:
nombre do publications (revues a roforee dana loa 2 dernioros

ana6es,
-Participation des chorcheurs i des congris dama lee 2 dernibrus

-communication des charcheurs i des congris dans l.. 2 derru~re

-*valuation de I'ensemble dos chercheurs du laboratoire,
-prisence do chercheurs csolitaires 3-

cob6sion,
relations des~ cherchours avec l'organisation. .

II. -Variabes otganiatoswtellea
- riunion des chercheurs: nature, frequence, but,
- attitudes du directeur en cc qui concerne l'indipendance et Ia

compition des chercheurs.
- autonomie des chercheurs,
- rapport et contr6le du travail effectui,
- signature des publications communos. .

M. - Variables canatorasques v:
- tamle,
- domaine de rechierche,
- A"e des chercheurs,
- anilnnet*,
- % d'homnes at do famines,
- fonctions,
- spicialiti,
- relations du laboratoire avec d'autres organismes.

IV. - Processus hurisique
- point do depart des recherches (clinique. bibliographique, re-

cherche anterieure, rnodile theorique),
- orientation des rechorches du laboratoire (co.mprihension des

processus biologiques, application clinique, solution de pro-
blibmes midicaux, 6laboration do techniques midicales).
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Atom= 3

Liste des 40 variables utilisies dan, V'anatyse de correspondance

Varlabtes Sge

- Lea technicians ne sinent pa .............................. TECI
- Im technaiens sinent tris aouvent ........................ TEC2
- Lea technicians shinent lorsu'ils ant effectu6 un vi-itable travail ..

sientifque ................................................. TEC
- Aucune rkumion, le laboratoire est trop petit .............. REU
- Rimions Iriulibres ...................................... RLU2

SRunions hebdomadair .................................... RE3
- Rkunions mensuellea ........................................ REU4
- Les orientations do travail no scnt pas d6nios lots des r6unions OR11
- Les orientations do travail sont d6iies pendant lea runions OR12
- Pus do riunion "biblioraphique ............................ BIB
- Runions bibliographique .................................. B3.
- Pas do cherchour solitaire .................................. SOLI
- Las cherchoura solitaires sont gnants ........................ SOL .

- Los cherchours solitaires ne sont pa g6nants ................ SOL
- La riputation du laboratoire : pas de rponse, i est tp 4 joune s REPI
- La stisetation nest pam hie i Ia riputation du laboratoire .... REP2
- La satisbetutatetliilarputation du labortore .......... 
- La comp6tition: aucune idie ................................ COKI
- La compkititon est un stimulant ............................ COM2
- La competition est un stimulant lorsqu'llo eat modk-s .... COMS
- La compititlon est & Ia fois un stimulant ot une Zgne ........ COP4
- La omp6tition est un disastre .............................. COM.
- La estion du laboratoire est tus Ubirale .................. ORGI
- La eastion du laboratoire est plut6t lib6rale .................. ORG2
- La geaston du laboratoire est plut6t contr61he .............. ORG3 .
- Autonomie totale des cherchours ............................ AUTI
- Autonomie des cherch*ws une fois les object5fs d6finls ...... AUT2
- Autonomie Umitie aux cherchours confirms .............. AUT
- Faible autonomie ..... .............................. AUT4
- Evaluation directe du travail .......................... EVAI
- Rapports oraux ............................................ EVA2
- Rapports Ecrits .............................................. EVA3
- Rapports officials ............................................ EVA4
- Le responsable de laboratoire ne parle jamais avec ses chercheurs

de leurs probltmes personnels .............................. PERI
- LA responsable do laboratoire parle rrmement avec ses chercheura

de leurs problimes personnels .............................. PER2
- LA responsable de laboratoire parle avec ses cherchour lorsque

coux-ci Is demandent ........................................ PE 3
- Le responsable de laboratoire parle Souvent avec ses chorcheurs

do leurs problimes personnels .............................. PER4
- Le responsable de laboratoire no parle pas avec ses chercheurs

de leurs problimes de carri*re .............................. CAR1
- Le responsable de [aboratoire parle Cris sotwent avec ses cher-

chours de Ieurs problimes de carrire ...................... CAR2
- Le responsable de laboratoire parle quelqu eois avec ses cher-

cheurs de leu=s problimes de carriire ...................... CAR3 0
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